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| Executive Summary

Abstract of Study

The National Advisory Council for Environmental Policy and Technology (NACEPT) was
established in 1988 to provide advice to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on
issues related to environmental management and policy. NACEPT provides a forum for public
discussion and the development of independent advice and counsel by taking advantage of the
respective experiences, strengths, knowledge, and responsibilities of a broad range of Agency
constituents and stakeholders. Since 1988, the Council has convened and directed the work of 26
standing committees, each established to address a specific issue. Over the last decade, these
standing committees, comprised of over 700 stakeholder representatives, have addressed Agency
1ssues related to information management, program activities, and general management and
policy. The Council, in turn, has approved and published over 50 major reports containing over
1,000 recommendations to the EPA Administrator. In recognition of the 10-year anniversary of
NACEPT, the Council undertook a study to evaluate its past performance and to chart a course
for its future by identifying ways to better serve the Agency.

This study found that NACEPT has undoubtably been a success. NACEPT’s standing
committees have produced hundreds of timely and relevant recommendations responding to
requests made by the EPA Administrator. Many of these recommendations have influenced or
been directly responsible for subsequent EPA decisions and actions. In addition, the volume and
range of topics addressed by NACEPT has increased during this time, reflecting the value placed
on the Council by EPA’s leadership.

This report, entitled NACEPT: Past and Future, presents the results of this study. Other key
findings of the study are:

> NACEPT recommendations have had significant impacts on Agency decision-
making as demonstrated by the creation of new programs such as the U.S.
Environmental Training Institute, the establishment of new Agency offices such
as the Technology Innovation Office, and incorporation into formal Agency
policy such as the EPA’s IRM Strategic Plan.

> NACEPT’s recommendations have fulfilled the requests for advice made to
Couneil by the EPA Administrator.
> Membership on NACEPT is balanced and representative of diverse points of

view. Feedback to standing committees on the impact of their recommendations
and their implementation has been limited.

> Standing committees have adequate direction, support, and resources to complete
their work although enhancements in communication and facilitation support are
desirable.
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Based on these findings, NACEPT has undertaken several strategic planning initiatives including
the development of a strategic action plan, which identified future and emerging issues relevant
to environmental decision-making. In addition, this report includes recommendations related to
NACEPT’s operations, its standing committees, and EPA’s Office of Cooperative Environmental
Management, which provides management and administrative support to the Council. These
recommendations range from implementing a structured evaluation of each standing committee
on completion of its work to requesting a formal response from the Agency to all standing
committee reports. The full list of study findings and recommendations is presented in the
following Exhibits ES-1 and ES-2.

Exhibit ES-1.

o

10.

Il.

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

NACEPT provides valuable input and advice to the Agency from a wide variety of
stakeholders.

Recommendations are timely for Agency decision-making and fulfill standing
committee charters.

Standing committee membership is a balanced representation of points of view.

Standing committees are given adequate direction to fulfill their missions; early
agreement on purpose and goals may help to improve efficiency.

Standing committee recommendations are developed in a timely, inclusive fashion.

Most respondents have not received feedback from the Agency on the impact of their
standing committee’s recommendations.

Communication between standing committee members is adequate but improvements
are needed for communications between meetings and to the Council.

Standing committee meetings are generally well-planned and structured yet
improvements can be made in defining the consensus process, ensuring equitable
participation, and keeping decisions on track.

Standing committee members were generally positive about receiving timely and
useful background and technical materials to make informed decisions.

More frequént meetings and improved communication between meetings could
improve standing committee effectiveness.

Better meeting support can be achieved through increased use of technology and
facilitation.
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Exhibit ES-2.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The NACEPT Council should:

* Do more strategic planning to identify the policy issues which NACEPT standing
committees address.

 Better publicize itself and its work to all parts of the Agency and beyond.
< Streamline the process of developing and delivering recommendations.

e Conduct an evaluation of standing committee processes upon the completion of the
standing committee’s work.

* Take responsibility for maintaining contact with its past members.

NACEPT Standing Committees should:

* Prioritize their recommendations and include suggested schedules and performance
targets for implementation of each recommendation.

* Request a formal response from the Agency to all standing committee reports at an
appropriate interval.

The Office of Cooperative Environmental Management should:

* Ensure productive interaction directly between NACEPT standing committees and
relevant Agency program offices.

* Ensure that standing committee work is adequately planned and managed by the -
Designated Federal Officer (DFO) and standing committee chairperson to achieve
committee goals in an efficient manner.

+ Make clear to the program offices the qualifications needed to be a DFO and provide
training to appointed DFOs.

* Develop better ways for NACEPT members to communicate between meetings.
¢ Establish an enhanced formal method for the establishment of standing committees.
e Improve the NACEPT and standing committee orientation process for new members.

¢ Develop a formal facilitation program to ensure proper support for each standing
committee.
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e —
Summary of Report

Overview of NACEPT

In 1988, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) founded the National Advisory
Council for Environmental Policy and Technology (NACEPT) [previously known as the
National Advisory Council for Environmental Technology Transfer (NACETT)]. NACEPT was
established to provide an ongoing stakeholder advisory group to recommend ways the Agency
could encourage technology transfer through cooperative activities with industry, academia, and
non-federal government agencies.

In its first decade of operation, NACEPT has involved over 700 stakeholder representatives from
a variety of sectors including business and industry, state, local, and tribal governments, and
academia, who have participated in 26 standing committees in addition to the Council. Each
standing committee is established to address a specific charge within a set timeframe. As such,
the Council serves as a steering committee, reviewing and approving the reports and
recommendations of the standing committees.

The number of NACEPT standing committee investigations has increased over the past decade as
NACEPT has increased the scope of issues on which it provides the Agency advice, as shown in
the Exhibit ES-3 below. These committees, identified in Exhibit ES-4, have held hundreds of
open meetings in accordance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), produced over
50 major, published reports, and put forth over 1,000 recommendations related to information
management, program activities, and general Agency policies.

Exhibit ES-3. Number of Standing Committees by Topic Area

1980 198¢ 1990 1891 1992 1993 1994 1985 1896 1987 1948

- General Agency policy or management
D Program/media specific
E information management/information technology
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Exhibit ES-4. Timeline of NACEPT Standing Committees by Topic Area
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Note: Appendix A: NACEPT Standing Committee Acronyms presents the full name and dates of operation for
each committee.

Purpose of this Study

The purpose of this study was to assess NACEPT’s effectiveness and impact over its first decade
of operations and to develop recommendations to enhance its value in the future. The study
examined NACEPT brganizational processes, products, and impacts to assess both the efficiency
and effectiveness of NACEPT and its standing committees from the perspectives of those serving
on the Council and EPA officials who are the Council’s clients. The study also examined the
interaction between the Council and its standing committees and between the Council and EPA,
especially the Office of Cooperative Environmental Management (OCEM) which supports the
Council on behalf of the Administrator.

The study was conducted in three stages of data collection, involving: (1) extensive review of
NACEPT and OCEM records and external data sources; (2) a written survey targeting all past

NACEPT: Past and Future * ES-5



and current NACEPT members; and (3) detailed one-on-one interviews with a selected sample of
NACEPT members and EPA officials. Additional details on the study methodology are included
Appendices F, G, H, I, K, and L.

Principal Findings

Several tests of effectiveness were used in this study to assess NACEPT’s impact, including the
extent to which the Council and its standing committees had:

> fulfilled their charges;

> brought new, outside perspectives to EPA;

> provided timely and reievant advice and recommendations; and

> influenced the outcome of Agency policy decisions and/or course of program
activities.

By all of these standards, NACEPT has been a success. Principal findings of the study are
summarized in Exhibit ES-1 on page ES-2.

Through its standing committees, NACEPT has produced over 1,000 recommendations presented
in over 50 major reports. In addition to informal advice, counsel, and insight were provided
directly to EPA officials in the course of NACEPT meetings. Both NACEPT members and
Agency officials interviewed attest to the new perspectives that NACEPT has brought to issues
put before it and to the quality and timeliness of its recommendations on these issues. By a
significant margin, past and current NACEPT members valued their service on NACEPT and
rated their standing committee’s work as valuable to EPA. For example,

> Survey respondents were very positive about the value of the NACEPT process
and the advice NACEPT provides EPA decision-makers.

> Respondents particularly value the diversity of persi)ectives captured within the
NACEPT process.

s Over three-quarters of respondents indicated that they would serve on NACEPT

again if asked.'

Agency officials echoed these views and, as shown in Exhibit ES-5, there is an extensive list of
Agency decisions and actions that can be traced back to recommendations made by NACEPT.
Thas list, which is only a panial list of NACEPT's impact, indicates the considerable influence of
NACEPT on Agency policies and actions over the last decade.

' NACEPT members volunteer their expertise and time and are not compensated although travel costs are
reimbursed.
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Exhibit ES-5. Impacts of NACEPT by Topic Area

INFORMATION MANAGEMENT AND TECHNOLOGY

Standing Committees

Impacts on EPA Policy

¢ Environmental Information
and Assessments Committee

¢ Environmental Statistics
Committee

¢ Information Resources
Management Strategic
Planning Task Force

¢ Environmental Information
and Public Access
Committee

¢ Information Impacts
Committee

¢ OIRM management incorporated NACEPT recommendation into the Agency's
Strategic Management Plan.

¢ EPA launched the Facility Identification Initiative to streamline access and
reporting by establishing a uniform set of facility identification data.

¢ EPA’s IRM Strategic Plan incorporated much of the language contained in the
IRM Task Force recommendations.

¢ Consistent with NACEPT advice, the Agency has created a Chief Information
Officer to oversee the Agency's information management.

¢ Advice of the Information Impacts Committee was cited in a June 1998 Agency
audit of the Office of Water's Data Integration Efforts.

¢ Recommendations of the Environmental Information and Assessment Committee
influenced the Agency’s Office of Research and Development’s management
strategy for scientific data.

¢ EPA established a Center for Environmental Information and Statistics as
recommended by the Environmental Statistics Committee.

PROGRAM/MEDIA SPECIFIC POLICY

Standing Committees

Impacts on EPA Policy

¢ Environmenial
Measures/Chemical
Accident Prevention
Committee

¢ Superfund Evaluation
Committee

¢ Food Safety Advisory
Commuttee

¢ Total Maximum Daily Load
Committee

¢ Effluent Guidelines Task
Force

+ Waste I[solation Pilot Plant
Review Committee

¢ Toxic Data Reporting
Committee

¢ Tolerance Reassessment
Advisory Committee

¢ The advice of EMCAP has been used in the measurement process in the
Agency's pollution prevention program.

¢  EPA’s Superfund Admunistrative Reforms adopted many of the concepts
embodied in the SEC's recommendations.

¢ The Integrative Environmental Justice Model Demonstration Approach developed

by SEC was incorporated into the OSWER Environmental Justice Action Agenda

developed by the National Environmental Justice Advisory Council (NEJAC).

4 EGTF recommendations have led to limitations on the use of synthetic-based
drilling fluids, an examination of rules addressing coal mining operations, and
revisions to the feedlot category as well as a commitment from the Agency to
write regulations for dams.

¢ EPA now recommends that states publish their methodology for TMDL listings
and establish related data quality assurance measures.

¢ The Agency has incorporated earlier stakeholder participation in the development
of specific Effluent Guideline Rules.

¢ EPA has used approaches developed by FSAC to make FQPA regulatory
decisions.

¢ EPA is currently utilizing the framework developed by TRAC to investigate
science policy areas related to FQPA and tolerance reassessment.
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Input from the TDR commuttee has led to revisions to Form A reporting
requirements and resulting procedures.

NACEPT advice was incorporated into the Agency's compliance criteria for
WIPP.

EPA now recommends the establishment of community groups to increase public
involvement in the remediation of radiation contaminated sites.

GENERAL AGENCY/ POLICY/MANAGEMENT

Standing Committees

Impacts on EPA Policy

Environmental Education
and Training Committee

Pollution Prevention
Education Committee

State and Local Programs
Committee

Technology Innovation and
Economics Committee

Trade and Environment
Commiittee

International Environmental
Committee

Environmental Financial
Advisory Board

Ecosystems Sustainable
Economies Commiittee

Ecosystems Implementation
Tools Committee

Environmental Information,
Economics, and
Technology

Community Based
Environmental Protection
Committee

Reinvention Criteria
Commuttee
Environmental Capital
Markets Committee ;
Title VI Implementation
Advisory Committee

* & & o o

+
¢

EPA developed of a guidebook 1o help develop more sustainable economic
systems.

EPA created of a new U.S. Environmental Training Institute.
EPA formed of EPA’s Office of Environmenta! Education.

EPA created of non-profit organizations addressing environmental education and
needs of industry.

EPA improved delivery of environmental information to college students and
young adults.

EPA established of a Technology Innovation Office (TIO) to facilitate the
transfer of technologies developed in the Superfund Innovative Technology
Evaluation program.

EPA has addressed “‘environmental education” in a proactive manner.

EPA developed programs which focus on educating businesses on how to
implement environmental programs.

EPA developed Enviro$en$e, an electronic library of information on pollution
prevention, technical assistance, and environmental compliance.

The Agency has supported of projects to build state and local capacity for risk-
based planning.

EPA established of a the Clean Air Act Advisory Committee by the Office of Air
and Radiation.

EPA implemented of comparative risk and strategic planning in EPA Regions.
EPA increased cooperative agreements. ‘

EPA increased use of performance evaluation based on outcomes.

EPA conducted pre-congressional consultations on the Agency’s GPRA plan.
EPA incorporated technology incentives into the Agency’s pollution prevention
strategy.

EPA developed techniques for ecosystem valuation.

EPA developed final guidance for implementation of the data elements required by
the Pollution Prevention Act.
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At the same time, although largely satisfied with the process, many past and current NACEPT
members recommended improvements in certain aspects of NACEPT and standing committee
operations. Most importantly, few NACEPT members indicated knowing what EPA had done
with their standing committee’s recommendations, which impedes the Council’s ability to
provide continuing advice and counsel on that topic. Nearly one-quarter (24%) of respondents
did not know whether the Agency had taken actions as a result of the standing committee’s
advice. The other principal findings are as follows:

> While adequate direction is given to guide the work of a standing committee, an
initial agreement between the standing committee and relevant Agency offices on
the specific purpose and goals of the standing committee would improve
: efficiency of the standing committee’s work.

. Standing committees would benefit from more support (e.g., background
materials) on technical issues. In addition, in the case of a few standing
commuittees, respondents stated that agendas and meeting materials were not
distributed in a timely way.

> The efficiency of standing committee work could be improved by more frequent
meetings of the committee and improved communication between meetings to
allow the committee to advance its work between meetings.

> Better meeting management is often needed. Specifically, clear and agreed on
processes for reaching consensus need to be identified, equitable participation
must be ensured, and facilitation is needed to keep discussions on-track.

> Deliberations could be improved by having technical advisors on hand at all
meetings as well as better clerical support and equipment for real-time

collaborative group work (e.g., laptop computers to draft reccommendations).

> While communication is effective between standing committee members,
communication between the Council and standing committees is limited.

Recommendations

Based on the findings summarized above and described in greater detail in the remainder of this
report, recommendations were developed in three areas related to: (1) Council operations; (2)
standing committee activities; and (3) OCEM support. These recommendations are presented in
Exhibit ES-2 on page ES-3 and described briefly below.

Recommendations for improving the NACEPT Council

> NACEPT should engage in a strategic planning effort to identify pressing or
emerging policy issues which standing committees might address. The results of
these efforts should be transmitted to the EPA Administrator on an annual basis.

NACEPT: Past and Future = ES-9



NACEPT should streamline the recommendation review process to ensure that the
advice of standing commiittees 1s approved by the Council and transmitted to the

Agency in a timely fashion.

NACEPT should conduct post-committee evaluations. Such evaluations would be
led by the standing committee chairperson and DFO and would attempt to identify
which aspects of the process worked well and where improvement or change is
needed.

NACEPT should better publicize itself and its work to all parts of the Agency and
to external audiences.

NACEPT should make a concerted effort to maintain contact with its past
members. This contact should include communication regarding the actions
which have been taken by the Agency as the result of NACEPT’s advice.

For cases in which the Agency has committed to implement NACEPT
recommendations, NACEPT should request formal updates on the status of
implementation of those recommendations.

Recommendations for improving the NACEPT Standing Committees

»

Standing commuttees should be encouraged to prioritize their recommendations
and include, where appropriate, implementation schedules and milestones for each
recommendation.

Standing committees should request that the Agency provide a formal response to
NACEPT on the Agency’s disposition toward standing committee
recommendations at a mutually acceptable interval. (For most standing
committees, the schedule of 60 days after transmittal seems reasonable.)

Recommendations for OCEM’s management of NACEPT :

»

OCEM should maximize direct interaction between standing committees and
Agency program offices. This could be accomplished by establishing a program
office-standing committee liaison. Such a liaison would be encouraged to attend
standing committee meetings, contribute to the development of agendas and
background materials, and serve as the key intermediary on technical issues.

OCEI\;I should ensure that standing committee work is adequately planned and
managed by the Designated Federal Official (DFO) and chairperson to achieve the
standing committee goals in an efficient manner. Such planning would include
the initial development of clear objectives and timelines to guide the
investigation, as well as milestones and performance objectives by which to assess
progress.

OCEM should develop and implement a formal facilitation program to ensure
proper support for each standing committee.
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> OCEM should develop better ways for standing committee members to
communicate between meetings. Options provided by the Internet and
telecommunication systems should be considered.

> OCEM should review and enhance the method by which new standing
committees are established. Specifically, better definition of the purpose and a
more rigorous membership selection process are needed.

> OCEM should improve the orientation process for new members. Improvements
could include enhanced focus on past NACEPT work to provide committee-
specific background, as well as the development of new ways to provide training
on FACA guidelines such as online tutorials or a brief video.

Conclusion

Over its first decade, NACEPT has addressed an extensive and varied set of issues at the request
of the EPA Administrator and provided valuable recommendations, advice, and counsel on these
issues and topics. Equally important, NACEPT’s recommendations have had a significant and
lasting impact on the Agency’s decision making, policies, and program activities. These impacts
attest to the value of the expertise and perspectives that NACEPT is able to bring to an issue. In
addition, the usefulness of NACEPT to the Agency is demonstrated by the number of standing
committees and range of issues addressed by NACEPT at the Administrator’s request in the last
decade.

NACEPT has demonstrated that it is EPA’s most unique federal advisory committee. This study
has identified NACEPT as having developed a niche for providing valuable advice on broad,
cross-media issues. At the same time, NACEPT has displayed the flexibility to address specific
programmatic issues that are of a high priority or urgent in nature. This flexibility has enabled
NACEPT to be responsive to EPA, even as issues and priorities change.

At present, NACEPT is taking the strategic initiative to reinvent itself, thereby increasing its
value to EPA. Evidence of this includes this study, the creation of the NACEPT Council’s
strategic plan, customer focus and partnering, and improved processes. NACEPT’s future 1s
filled with possibilities and promise, based on the past 10 years’ exemplary record of service to
EPA and the citizens of the United States.

L
%

NACEPT is indebted to Nancy Tosta, Gerard Bulanowski, Bill Sonntag, Tom Davis, and Patricia
Bauman who, as the members of the Study team, directed this study and developed its findings
and recommendations. Their insights, efforts, and enthusiasm were instrumental to the success
of this study.
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Findings

This chapter presents the findings of the study, based on both the completed written surveys and
the interviews with NACEPT members and Agency officials. These findings address all aspects
of NACEPT’s operations, effectiveness, and impact as described in greater detail in Appendix F,
Overview of the Study Methodology.

The findings presented in this chapter are based on 198 completed surveys and 37 interviews.
The response rate on the written survey of past and current NACEPT members was 34%, which
1s good for a survey of this type. For more complete survey results, see Appendix J. Twenty-two
of the follow-up interviews were conducted with NACEPT members, and the other 15 were with
Agency officials. In general, there was noticeable agreement between the NACEPT members
and Agency officials as to the strengths of NACEPT and areas for improvement.

Overall, NACEPT and its standing committees were found to have fulfilled their charges,
brought new, outside perspectives to EPA, provided timely and relevant advice and
recommendations to the Agency, and influenced the outcome of Agency decisions, policies, and
program activities. At the same time, opportunities for improvements were noted in certain
aspects of meeting management and support, communications, and feedback to NACEPT on the
impact and use of its advice and recommendations. The principal findings of the study are
presented below in order of importance.

Principal Findings

Overall assessment of NACEPT. NACEPT provides valuable input and advice to the Agency
Jrom a wide variety of stakeholders.

Respondents were very positive about the NACEPT process as a whole. Seventy-six percent
agreed that NACEPT provides EPA decision-makers with valuable input from a broad range of
interested parties, and 77% agreed that they would serve on a NACEPT committee again if
asked. Further, respondents regarded the NACEPT process as an effective means for the Agency
to get advice (77% agree), a way to gather valuable input from a broad range of interested parties
(76% agree), and helpful to the Agency in identifying and addressing key issues in a timely
manner (63% agree).’ On the value of their participation and NACEPT in general, comments
include:

> As an independent advocate, NACEPT committees can serve as “the corporate -
memory” for the Agency between political administrations and can help to keep
important initiatives on-track. '

» Standing committees discuss stakeholder views of important issues in a structured
and timely way.
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NACEPT brings people in from around the country to share their expertise and
viewpoints with policy-makers, which helps to enhance the Agency’s credibility
beyond the Beltway.

Standing committees provide new perspectives to Agency considerations.

Standing committees add significant value as compared to the Federal Register
method of commenting on draft regulations since NACEPT provides stakeholder
input early in policy development, allowing the Agency to act proactively.

Since 1988, NACEPT has convened 26 standing committees at the request of the Agency to
provide stakeholder advice on specific issues. Over 700 stakeholders have served as

NACEPT members producing over 50 major reports and 1,000 recommendations to the EPA
on a variety of information management, program specific, and policy issues.

Other respondents suggested ways in which NACEPT could improve its service to the Agency:

[ d

Request that each Agency program office share with NACEPT its top-prionty
issues for the coming year. This would allow either the program office, or
NACEPT, to identify areas in which NACEPT might provide timely and relevant
advice. '

Focus on increasing NACEPT support to Regional offices on relevant issues.

Encourage the Agency to establish grant programs to provide the financial support
to implement standing committee recommendations.

Establish greater visibility within the Agency, including establishing direct lines
of communication to the appropriate Agency offices.

Reorganize NACEPT around four or five core topics (e.g., Information Resources
Management, media-specific issues, Agency management issues) and treat topics
in a broader, more integrated, and proactive way.

Forge a stronger relationship between NACEPT and EPA’s Science Advisory
Board. ‘

Desigp and implement an orientation system which includes an explanation of
how each standing committee fits into the overall NACEPT process.

Allow senior EPA staff to serve as voting or ex-officio standing committee
members.

Continue its commitment to process improvement by conducting a follow-up
study in a few years to determine the effects of this Study.

NACEPT: Past and Future 2




Impact of advice and reports. Recommendations are timely for Agency decision-making and
Sfulfill standing committee charters. '

The majority of respondents believed that the standing committees recommendations were timely
to the Agency’s decision-making process, addressed decision-makers’ needs, and introduced
new perspectives into the Agency's considerations (54%, 51%, and 57% agreed respectively).
These views are supported by the documentary research conducted to develop the standing
committee briefing papers as well as by specific written responses on the survey and in the
follow-up interviews. These impacts are presented in Exhibit 1 on the following page.

Examples cited in survey and interview responses include:

»>

As a result of participation at standing committee meetings, Agency staff are more
aware of the issues of concern to stakeholders and are thus better prepared to
consider the political ramifications and impacts that Agency actions might have.

As recommended by the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Committee, EPA
now recommends that States develop a methodology for TMDL water listings
which includes measures of assurance to the quality of data.

As recommended by TMDL, EPA committed to writing regulations for dams.

As suggested by the Environmental Education Training Commuittee/Pollution
Prevention Education Committee, EPA has expanded its mission beyond end-of-
pipe considerations to include “environmental education” in a proactive manner.

The advice of the Emergency Management Chemical! Accident Prevention
committee has been used directly in the measurement process which EPA has
established for its prevention program.

As proposed by the Effluent Guidelines Task Force (EGTF), the Agency has
revised the effluent guidelines process to incorporate very early stakeholder
participation (up to a year earlier than traditionally has been sought) as
demonstrated in the development of the Iron/Steel Effluent Guideline Rule. As
such, the EGTF has helped to effect culture changes about the role of stakeholder
participation in the rulemaking process in both EPA and certain industres.

In accord with the advice of the Information Impacts Committee, the Agency has
strengthened the role of the Chief Information Officer (CIO) by making the
position a focal point of the information management process and establishing a
chain &f responsibility that leads directly to the CIO.

The discussions of the State and Local Committee helped to develop ideas within
the Agency which led to the creation of programs to educate businesses on how to
implement environmental programs.

The State and Local Committee’s recommendations contributed to the Agency’s
implementation of cooperative agreements considering all stakeholders and the
increased use of performance evaluation based on outcomes.
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Exhibit 1. Impacts of NACEPT by Topic Area

INFORMATION MANAGEMENT AND TECHNOLOGY

Standing Committees

Impacts on EPA Policy

Environmental Information
and Assessments Committee

Environmental Statistics
Committee

Information Resources
Management Strategic
Planning Task Force

Environmental Information
and Public Access
Committee

Information Impacts
Committee

Environmental Information
and Assessments Committee

Environmental Statistics
Committee

Information Resources
Management Strategic
Planning Task Force

Environmental Information
and Public Access
Commuttee

Information Impacts
Committee

OIRM management incorporated NACEPT recommendation into the
Agency’s Strategic Management Plan.

EPA launched the Facility Identification Initiative to streamline access
and reporting by establishing a uniform set of facility identification data.

EPA’s IRM Strategic Plan incorporated much of the language contained
in the IRM Task Force recommendations.

Consistent with NACEPT advice, the Agency has created a Chief
Information Officer to oversee the Agency’s information management.

Advice of the Information Impacts Committee was cited in a June 1998
Agency audit of the Office of Water's Data Integration Efforts.

Recommendations of the Environmental Information and Assessment
Committee influenced the Agency's Office of Research and
Development’s management strategy for scientific data.

EPA established a Center for Environmental Statistics as recommended
by the Environmental Statistics Committee.

OIRM management incorporated NACEPT recommendation into the
Agency’s Strategic Management Plan.

EPA launched the Facility Identification Initiative to streamline access
and reporting by establishing a uniform set of facility identification data.

EPA’s IRM Strategic Plan incorporated much of the language contained
in the IRM Task Force recommendations.

Consistent with NACEPT advice, the Agency has created a Chief
Information Officer to oversee the Agency’s information management.

Advice of the Information Impacts Committee was cited in a June 1998
Agency audit of the Office of Water’s Data Integration Efforts.

Recommendations of the Environmenta) Information and Assessment
Committee influenced the Agency’s Office of Research and
Development’s management strategy for scientific data.

EPA established a Center for Environmental Statistics as recommended
by the Environmental Statistics Committee.
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PROGRAM/MEDIA SPECIFIC POLICY

Standing Committees

Impacts on EPA Policy

Environmental
Measures/Chemical
Accident Prevention
Committee
Superfund Evaluation
Committee

Food Safety Advisory
Committee

Total Maximum Daily Load
Commuttee

Effluent Guidelines Task
Force

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
Review Committee

Toxic Data Reporting
Committee

Tolerance Reassessment
Advisory Committee

The advice of EMCAP has been used in the measurement process in the
Agency's pollution prevention program.

EPA’s Superfund Administrative Reforms adopted many of the concepts
embodied in the SEC’s recommendations.

The Integrative Environmental Justice Model Demonstration Approach
developed by SEC was incorporated into the OSWER Environmental
Justice Action Agenda developed by the National Environmental Justice
Advisory Council (NEJAC).

EGTF recommendations have led to limitations on the use of synthetic-
based drilling fluids, an examination of rules addressing coal mining
operations, and revisions to the feedlot category as well as a commitment
from the Agency to write regulations for dams.

EPA now recommends that states publish their methodology for TMDL
listings and establish related data quality assurance measures.

The Agency has incorporated earlier stakeholder participation in the
development of specific Effluent Guideline Rules.

EPA has used approaches developed by FSAC to make FQPA regulatory
decisions.

EPA is currently utilizing the framework developed by TRAC to
investigate science policy areas related to FQPA and tolerance
reassessment.

Input from the TDR committee has led to revisions to Form A reporting
requirements and resulting procedures.

NACEPT advice was incorporated into the Agency’s compliance criteria
for WIPP.

EPA now recommends the establishment of community groups to
increase public involvement in the remediation of radiation contaminated

sites.
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GENERAL AGENCY/POLICY/MANAGEMENT

Standing Commirtees

Impacts on EPA Policy

Environmental Education
and Training Committee

Pollution Prevention
Education Committee

State and Local Programs
Committee

Technology Innovation and
Economics Committee

Trade and Environment
Committee

International Environmental
Committee

Environmental Financial
Advisory Board

Ecosystems Sustainable
Economies Committee

Ecosystems Implementation
Tools Commuttee

Environmental Information,
Economics, and
Technology

Community Based
Environmental Protection
Committee

Reinvention Criteria
Committee

Environmental Capital
Markets Committee

Title VI Implementation
Advisory Committee

EPA developed of a guidebook to help develop more sustainable
€conomic systems.

EPA created of a new U.S. Environmental Training Institute.
EPA formed of EPA’s Office of Environmental Education.

EPA created of non-profit organizations addressing environmental
education and needs of industry.

EPA improved delivery of environmental information to college students
and young adults.

EPA established of a Technology Innovation Office (TIO) to facilitate
the transfer of technologies developed in the Superfund Innovative
Technology Evaluation program.

EPA has addressed “environmental education™ in a proactive manner.

EPA developed programs which focus on educating businesses on how
to implement environmental programs.

EPA developed Enviro$en$e, an electronic library of information on
pollution prevention, technical assistance, and environmental
compliance.

The Agency has supported of projects to build state and local capacity
for risk-based planning.

EPA established of a the Clean Air Act Advisory Committee by the
Office of Air and Radiation.

EPA implemented of comparative risk and strategic planning in EPA
Regions.

EPA increased cooperative agreements.
EPA increased use of performance evaluation based on outcomes.

EPA conducted pre-congressional consultations on the Agency’s GPRA
plan.

EPA incorporated technology incentives into the Agency’s pollution
prevention strategy.

EPA developed techniques for ecosystem valuation.

EPA developed final guidance for implementation of the data elements
required by the Pollution Prevention Act.
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Other respondents provided written responses on the survey on the obstacles which may have
iimited the impact of standing committee recommendations. These include:

» There is no obligation for the Agency to implement standing committee
recommendations since standing committees have no formal authority and most
recommendations have no measures of progress for implementation.

> The standing committee did not have interaction with the appropriate level of
Agency staff where the culture changes that were sought by the recommendations
needed to occur (i.e., the standing committee’s interactions were with staff too
senior to affect the day-to-day culture).

> The standing committee’s recommendations were too vague to have an impact
because the standing committee’s agenda was too large to encourage focus on
specific implementation issues.

> The effectiveness of the standing committee was limited because the Agency was
too concerned with defending its current positions. (Other respondents wrote that
the Agency perceived the standing committee’s function as that of a “rubber
stamp’’.)

> The standing committee was unable to set its own course because of the undue
influence of Agency decision-makers in steering the standing committee’s agenda
in specific directions.

> A protocol needs to be established for interaction between standing commuttees
and Agency offices. This should include measures to ensure that Agency
representatives have the necessary interpersonal skills to listen to a standing
committee and act as an effective liaison during the standing committee’s
operations.

> The Council should proactively communicate with the Agency to ensure that the
appropriate decision-makers are aware of and have access to the standing
committee recommendations relevant to their programs.
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Membership. NACEPT and standing conunittee membership is a balanced representation of
points of view.

Overall, respondents agreed that standing Figure 1. 1992 Council Composition

committee membership was balanced in terms of
the points of view represented (76% agree). See Academic & Training nsthutions
Figures 1, 2, and 3 for the Council’s composition
by sector.

Figure 2. 1995 Council Composition

-z

3 €%
Business & Industry i

In narrative comments, many respondents indicated that the exposure to other stakeholders’
viewpoints was the greatest benefit to both themselves and the Agency. Nonetheless, some
respondents felt that their standing committee could have been more effective had more attention
been paid in the membership selection process to:

- The téchnical level and experience of members on the topic to be addressed.

> Recruiting members who were willing to put in the time to prepare for, actively
participate in, and work outside the standing committee’s meetings.

> Bringing in, when possible, representatives of organizations who have previously
reviewed the topic to be addressed.
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> Seeking out and encouraging participation from individuals “outside the

Beltway™.
> Ensuring that each member is willing to work toward achieving consensus.
> Limiting standing committee size to encourage full engagement in a true “‘give

and take” process.

For example, the Environmental Capital Markets Committee is charged with identifying
practical ways for the financial services industry to include the environmental performance
of its clients as an integral part of its core credit, investment, and underwriting processes.
One respondent wrote that this was difficult for the committee to do given the limited number
of committee members with relevant experience and the lack of participation from the
commercial banking and asset management sectors.

ECMC Member

Standing committee mission and purpose. Standing committees are given adequate direction
to fulfill their missions; early agreement on purpose and goals may help to improve efficiency.

Respondents generally agreed that the standing committee was provided with adequate direction
on its purpose and goals (64% agree), that the standing committee understood its purpose

(62% agree), and that the standing committee was able to determine its own direction and lines of
inquiry (63% agree). However, some respondents saw a lack of a defined purpose which limited
efficiency. Specific comments include:

> The Agency’s expectations for the standing committee should be made as clear as
possible. These expectations should include:

v

— specific statements of what the standing committee is expected to do;

— clear goals of what products and advice the Agency would like from the
standing committee;

— an explanation of what the Agency has already done relevant to the topic
and how the standing committee’s activities will be integrated with these
activities;

— an explanation of the reasons why recommendations are needed and why
the particular standing committee membership has been selected;

— guidelines for limitations to the standing committee’s deliberations
including what types of data the Agency will accept; and

— identification of the key issues and priorities on which the standing
committee should focus its resources and activities.
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The Agency had already conducted a significant amount of analysis and assessment of
options for streamlining the Effluent Guidelines process. As a result, the Task Force wasn't
sure what its job was since EPA had left few loose ends.

EGTE Member

Some respondents advocated a more interactive development of the standing committee’s charge
by the Agency and the standing committee. Specific suggestions include:

> what the standing committee’s work products should look like;

> what would be a reasonable timetable for the production of work products and
Agency feedback; and

> what the feedback from the Agency to the standing committee should be.

Such negotiations would allow a reasonable degree of involvement by the standing committee to
determine its own course of inquiry yet incorporate sufficient Agency involvement to ensure that
the standing committee’s work meets the Agency’s specific needs.

Formulation of advice and reports. Standing committee recommendations are developed in a
timely, inclusive fashion.

Overall, respondents agreed that the recommendations developed by the standing committee
fulfilled the standing committee’s purpose (56% agree'). Further, respondents agreed that the
recommendations were developed through a productive dialogue with the appropriate Agency
staff (67% agree); included considerations of practicality (58% agree); were developed in a
timely manner (52% agree); and were presented in a clear and specific way (52% agree).

Nonetheless, narrative responses and interview responses provided useful suggestions for
improvement, including: :

> Conduct more case studies and identify real-world examples to support
recommendations. This approach would allow the 'Agency to better consider how
effective implementation of recommendations is likely to be.

> Have EPA staff from relevant program offices present at standing committee
meetings to hear all aspects of the standing committee’s discussions, some of
whicH may not be included in final recommendations.

> Make feasibility a key consideration in the development of recommendations.

> Reference in standing committee recommendations the reports and documents.
which have been used in deliberations and include as many of these as appendices
as needed.

' Adjusted percentage excluding “Not Applicable” and “Skipped™ responses.
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» Encourage participation and feedback from relevant Agency staff to discuss the
feasibility of standing committee proposals (e.g., statutory and legal limitations).

. Facilitate communication between the standing committee and relevant Agency
managers during the early stages of the development of recommendations. These
~ discussions should address the willingness of Agency managers to carry such
recommendations forward.

> Include dissenting opinions in standing committee recommendations.

> Streamline NACEPT’s recommendation review process to minimize delays in
approving and transmitting recommendations to the Administrator.

Feedback on impact of advice and reports. Most respondents have not received feedback from
the Agency on the impact of their standing committee's recommendations.

In both the survey and interviews respondents stated they received little feedback regarding the
disposition of their recommendations. Only 27% of respondents agreed that the standing
committee had received any feedback from the Agency as a result of the standing committee’s
advice or even that the Agency valued the advice as a positive contribution to its decision-
making process (24% and 20% “Do Not Know” responses respectively). Suggestions on ways 1o
improve the feedback to the standing committee include that NACEPT should:

> Establish a process by which an Agency response to standing committee
recommendations is required after a reasonable period for review by the
Administrator and program offices. This response should come from appropriate
Agency officials and provide specific feedback on the Agency’s intent to
implement the recommendations. For those respondents who identified a specific
timeframe, six months was the most commonly suggested review period. Further
aspects of such suggestions include:

.

— send quarterly e-mails and conduct annual phone calls to provide updates
on the status of the implementation of standing committee
recommendations;

— send standing committee members a copy of newly issued regulations with
a cover note providing an explanation of the actions which the Agency
: took; and

— send a short note reiterating the committee’s recommendations and
detailing what the Agency is doing in response.

> Encourage EPA to invite a few standing committee members to serve as a
monitoring group during the implementation of recommendations and to provide
further advice on unresolved issues or new problems that emerge.
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Ensure its past members know that the Agency appreciates and is using their
recommendations through an annual newsletter or other formal feedback
mechanism.

Ensure that any Agency feedback received by a standing committee chairperson is
promptly distributed to all standing committee members.

Establish and maintain a list of the current status (e.g., adopted, under
consideration, rejected) of all NACEPT recommendations.

While many past participants had not received feedback from the Agency, other respondents
wrote examples of feedback methods which had worked for their committee. These examples

include:

»>

For the State and Local Programs Standing committee, some program offices sent
a representative to standing committee meetings to give feedback. These
representatives reported on the implementation of standing committee
recommendations, asked clarifying questions on other recommendations, and
explained why certain recommendations could not be implemented. Other offices
sent written memos. Feedback was generally given six months after advice was
issued by the committee, which worked well with the Agency’s timeframe.

One Agency official contacted the Total Maximum Daily Load standing
committee members since its completion to discuss the standing committee’s
recommendations.

Communication within NACEPT. Communication between standing committee members is
adequate but improvements are needed for communications between meetings and to the

Council.

While quantitative data showed that respondents felt communication among standing committee
members was effective (71% agree), fewer than one-third agreed that there was effective
communication between the standing committee and the Council (31% agree; Note: 30%
expressed no opinion). Additionally, written comments and interview responses further
indicated that respondents saw opportunities for improvement in communication among
members through both technical and procedural changes. Specific comments include:

Provige better technological tools to communicate — such as conference calls and
on-line posting of meeting agendas and background materials — to improve the
timeliness of communication and reduce the volume of paper generated.

Establish a way to for standing committee members to communicate between
standing committee meetings (and possibly with other standing committees and
the Council as well). Specific suggestions for such methods include:
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— Send standing committee members meeting summaries that include what
the Council would like to see next from each standing committee.

— Create a NACEPT web page for NACEPT members to use as a working
tool. This page could provide relevant documents for members to read,
progress updates on NACEPT activities and relevant agency activities, and
a forum for members to share views and matenals.

> Encourage more communication between the standing committee and the Council
by appointing a standing committee member to serve as a “Council Liaison.”

> Facilitate communication across standing committees to promote cross-
fertilization of ideas and avoid duplication of effort.

Meeting management. Standing committee meetings are generally well-planned and structured
yet improvements can be made in defining the consensus process, ensuring equitable
participation, and keeping decisions on track.

While the majority of respondents agreed that standing committee meetings were well-planned
and structured to achieve the standing committee’s goals (55% agree), nearly one-quarter of
respondents disagreed (23% disagree). These respondents offered a wealth of suggestions to
improve meeting management, including:

> Ensure that a clear focus is set for each meeting, which keeps the work focused on
achieving the standing committee’s goals.

- Establish and enforce meeting ground rules.

> Identify at the outset of the standing committee the standards for standing
committee decision-making (i.e., process for seeking consensus).

> Define parameters (both in terms of time and scope of issues) for standing
committee deliberations.

> Clearly assign tasks so
that everyone understands
what is expected of
whom, and by when.

The hardest part of the process was keeping
everyone focused and happy, as committee
members with different competing interests
started to polarize.

> Form preakout groups to
focus on specific issues A standing committee chairperson

and develop preliminary
recommendations.

Some respondents suggested that to improve the meetings process, each standing committee
should have a professional facilitator assigned to the standing committee. By having an
independent, objective procedural leader to keep discussions on track, maintain order, and ensure
equitable participation, less burden would be placed on the chairperson, and all members could
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focus on the issues at hand. Other respondents added that the facilitator should be well-versed in
the topic area and that the same individual should work with the standing committee throughout
the entire process.

TMDL used a color scheme to vote on recommendations. Red meant vou could not live with
including the recommendation, beige meant you could live with it, and green meant you
thought it should definitely be included. When the final report was developed, a paragraph
was usually included that addressed the other perspectives raised during deliberations.

TMDIL Member

Technical support and background materials. Standing committee members were generally
positive about receiving timely and useful background and technical materials to make informed
decisions.

Most respondents agreed that materials provided to the standing committee were effective for use
in standing committee discussions (68% agree) and adequate to support informed standing
committee decision-making (67% agree). In addition, respondents were positive regarding the
timeliness, usefulness, and thoroughness of the Agency’s response to requests for information
(78%, 70%, and 61% agree respectively’). A minority of respondents were critical of the
information provided to the committee. Specific comments include:

> Adequate time to review background materials was often not provided —
materials were frequently received during the week before meetings.

> Some background materials could have been better focused to the specific needs
of the standing committee.

> It took several meetings for new standing committee members to “get up to
speed,” which limited the effectiveness of standing committee discussions.

> For some standing committees, too much time was spent debating the definition
of key terms rather than addressing the issues.

> The information made available to the standing committee was not technical
enough to support the task the standing committee had been given.

> Some standing committees were not kept aware of relevant initiatives within the
Agency.
> Real time technical advice was needed to answer specific questions raised during

standing committee discussions.

2 Adjusted percentage based on exclusion of “Not Applicable” responses.
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More involvement by Agency staff to prepare materials, perform analysis, and
assist the standing commiittee is desirable.

EPA’s response to requests for information could have been more timely and
more thorough.

Meeting schedule and location. More frequent meetings and improved communication between
meetings could improve standing committee effectiveness.

Respondents generally agreed that sufficient notice was given of meetings and for most
committees, that the frequency of standing committee meetings were sufficient (77% and 61%
agree respectively). However, for some standing committees, respondents reported that the
meeting schedule limited the standing committee’s effectiveness and efficiency. Specific
comments on standing committee meeting schedules include:

»

The schedule left too much time between meetings and resulted in inefficiency
“catching up” during meetings on developments and activities that occurred
between meetings.

Meetings were too infrequent to address the evolving nature of the standing
committee’s topic (i.e., information management/information technology issues).

Quarterly meetings were the most commonly suggested schedule by respondents
who suggested more frequent meetings.

Standing committee meetings should include more opportunities for public
participation to determine how other stakeholders view standing committee
proposals.

Local/regional committees could develop preliminary recommendations. Then, a
national standing committee could integrate, review, and modify these preliminary
suggestions into a formal report. .

Meeting support. Better meeting support can be achieved through use of technology.

In addition to better meeting management, several respondents suggested that the efficiency of
meetings could be improved through better meeting support and resources such as:

>

£
More administrative support before, during, and after meetings to ensure that
materials are prepared and distributed in a timely manner.

Providing standing committees computers to use during meetings to facilitate
efficient drafting and revision of recommendations. If the standing committee is
to be working as a whole, the ability to project the computer display on a screen
would be necessary.
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Conclusion

Overall, NACEPT and its standing committees were found to have:

> fulfilled their charges;

s brought new, outside perspectives to EPA;

s provided timely and relevant advice and recommendations to the Agency;
and

- influenced the outcome of Agency decisions, policies, and program
activities.

At the same time, the effectiveness and impact of NACEPT would be increased with
improvements in the following areas: meeting management and support, communications and
feedback from EPA on the impact and use of its advice and recommendations, as summarized in
Exhibit 2 below. Specific recommendations related to these findings are presented in the next
chapter.

Exhibit 2. Summary of Principal Findings
NACEPT has many strengths:

° Provides valuable input and advice to the Agency from a wide variety of stakeholders.
] Provides a balanced representation of points of view through its membership.
. Provides timely recommendations for Agency decision-making consistent with the charges of the

standing committees.

° Provides standing committees with adequate direction to fulfill their missions.
L] Operates through its standing committees in generally well-planned and structured meetings with
sufficient technical support and background materials. .

. . . but also opportunities for improvements in the following areas:"

] Feedback from the Agency on the impact and use of recommendations and advice.

° Early agreement on goals and purposes among standing committee members to ensure efficient
progress.

° Communicatién among standing committee members between meetings and between committees and
the Council.

L] Planning for standing committee activities including defining the consensus process, methods for

ensuring equitable participation, and providing for sufficient numbers of meetings to accomplish the
committee’s charge.

L] Facilitation and meeting support.
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Recommendations

This chapter presents the Study team’s recommendations based on its analysis and interpretation
of the survey and interview data. These findings confirm NACEPT’s importance and impact
over the last 10 years and validate and support its continuance as an independent source of
stakeholder involvement. The findings also indicate opportunities for improvement in the
0perating effectiveness of the NACEPT and its standing committees, which could translate into
greater impact on and value to EPA. These specific opportunities for improvement are presented
below organized as follows:

- recommendations to the NACEPT Council;
- recommendations to standing committees; and
> recommendations to OCEM.

Recommendations to the NACEPT Council

L. NACEPT should more actively engage in strategic planning to identify the policy
issues which NACEPT standing committees address.

The Study team found that NACEPT has provided valuable advice and introduced new
perspectives to the Agency. This advice has covered a wide range of topics and expanded to

new topic areas with success. Due to this demonstrated success in expanded areas, it is likely
that NACEPT could further add value by identifying additional areas in which NACEPT believes
stakeholder input would aid Agency decision-makers. Specific ways in which NACEPT can be
more proactive and strategic in the advice it provides include:

> Survey Agency offices to determine what the major issues for the Agency will be
in the coming year. Based on the results, have the Council (or its Executive
Committee) identify the committees currently operating which might be able to
address those issues. Where the issues are beyond the scope and expertise of
éxtard committees, recommendations for new standing committees could be
developed to be presented to the Administrator.

> Engage key Agency stakeholders (such as the Science Advisory Board and non-
governmental organizations) in identifying Agency policies which might be
improved through review by the NACEPT process. Have the NACEPT Council
and (or its Executive Committee) review these suggestions and make
recommendations to the EPA Administrator.
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II.

NACEPT should better publicize itself and its work to all parts of the Agency and
beyond.

While the Study team found that many Agency officials are well-informed of NACEPT and its
advisory role, others were not aware of NACEPT activities relevant to their office. To maximize
the value of NACEPT to the Agency, NACEPT must publicize its works through activities such

as:

An enhanced Internet presence. NACEPT’s website should be integrated with
other Agency sites relevant to the topics which NACEPT is investigating. OCEM
should partner with such offices to highlight NACEPT’s role in the office’s
decision-making.

Partnering with other Agency stakeholder involvement programs to create and
maintain a comprehensive list of stakeholder advice reports. To ensure the utility
of such a database, advertise its usefulness to EPA staff (both upper management
and line staff).

Utilizing existing Agency communication mechanisms (e.g., Enviro-Newsbrief )
to inform Agency staff about the availability and content of NACEPT reports and
products.

IIL.

NACEPT should streamline the process of developing and delivering
recommendations.

The Study found that standing committee members were often frustrated by the delay in the
delivery of advice to the Administrator caused by the Council’s review and approval of
recommendations. These findings suggest that NACEPT should re-evaluate its recommendation
approval process to provide advice more quickly and directly. Potential changes to the
recommendation process might include:

| 4

De-emphasize the final report as the primary output of a standing committee.
Instead, seek ways in which to involve program offices and Agency officials more
in the standing committee discussions and the development of recommendations.
When appropriate, standing committee reports might even include reactions from
or descriptions of program office involvement. .

Invite program office officials to comment on the standing committee’s draft
recommendations prior to the preparation of the final report.

Investigate technological options such as Internet-based collaborative groupware
to expedite the Council review process.
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Incorporate Council review earlier in the recommendation development process to
comment on interim recommendations.

Implement techniques within the Council to ensure the thorough yet timely review
of standing committee reports. One such technique would be the establishment of
Council review subcommittees which would be responsible for framing and
presenting any issues which require Council discussion to the larger Council body
and shepherding the report through such review.

IV.

NACEPT should conduct an evaluation of standing committee processes upon the
completion of the standing committee’s work.

This study was the first opportunity for many NACEPT members to provide direct feedback to
the Council on their view of how well the NACEPT standing committee process worked. The
findings revealed a wealth of information which will be used to improve future NACEPT efforts.
To ensure the continuous improvement of NACEPT, it is recommended that similar self-
assessments be conducted at the close of each standing committee. To efficiently conduct such
an evaluation, NACEPT might:

»

Conduct a short written survey of all standing committee members on standing
committee processes and other topics similar to those addressed in this study.

Conduct telephone interviews with a random sample of standing committee
participants to gain further insight on the NACEPT process.

Encourage each DFO to conduct “close-out” interviews with the standing
committee-program office liaison and standing committee chairperson to discuss
the management of the standing committee and assess whether all issues laid out
in the standing committee’s work plan were efficiently and comprehensively
addressed. (The DFO would use performance measures set at the outset to guide
this process and develop a final assessment including lessons leamed.)

Provide NACEPT members with a specific point of contact within OCEM who
would be available for discussion of any aspect of the NACEPT process on which
the members has a concern or question.

i

V.

NACEPT should take responsibility for maintaining contact with its past
members.

Perhaps the most surprising aspect of the Study was the extent to which past participants were
unaware of NACEPT’s and the Agency’s actions after the end of their standing committee.
NACEPT’s alumni represent a vast network of talented and committed individuals, many of
whom continue to participate extensively in the public debate on environmental protection and
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management at the federal, state. tribal, and local level. They also represent a body of supporters
for the value of NACEPT and its advice. As a long-term institutional body, it is the Council
which is in the position to monitor and communicate to past and present members. These
communications should highlight what NACEPT is currently addressing as well as recent
activities the Agency has taken in the areas in which NACEPT standing committees have
worked. Specifically, NACEPT could:

»

Develop an internal tracking system of standing committee recommendations and
resultant Agency activities. The system would be updated as the Agency

tmplements activities based on NACEPT recommendations (potentially identified

by standing committee-program office liaison) and the results summarized in a
periodic newsletter. :

Establish an e-mail list-serve on the NACEPT website which would send bulleted
e-mail updates on current NACEPT and Agency activities to those interested.
These short e-mails would not be comprehensive, but focused on directing
recipients to specific websites should further information be desired.

Recommendations to Standing Committees

L. Standing committees should prioritize their recommendations and include
suggested schedules and performance targets for implementation of each
recommendation.

While both NACEPT participants and Agency officials generally viewed standing committee
recommendations as valuable to Agency decision-making, several.participants noted that
standing committee recommendations were too vague, too unrealistic, or too conceptual to allow
adequate assessment of Agency tmplementation to be made. As a result, it is recommended that
standing committees: '

>

Consider the practicality of implementation and attempt to avoid any
recommendation with technical, statutory, and regulatory barriers which might
hinder successful implementation.

Prioritize their recommendations in order of importance.

Limit the overall volume of recommendations to hetghten focus on the most
important few.

Include, where possible, implementation goals and performance measures as part
of the recommendations. (Such goals and measures could also serve as ways in
which to assess the Agency’s use of standing committee recommendations.)
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I1. Standing committees should request a formal response from the Agency to all
standing committee reports.

The least positive aspect of the Study findings was the extremely limited extent to which
members had received feedback as to the Agency’s use of the standing committee’s development
of each recommendation. To improve this lack of feedback, it is recommended that:

> Appropriate Agency officials be encouraged to attend and participate in the
standing committee’s recommendations to provide immediate feedback on
specific issues when possible.

> An appropriate time frame be agreed during the establishment of the standing
committee for Agency review and comment on recommendations.

> Standing committee members be informed of the Administrator’s or program
office’s decisions on the standing committee recommendations. When possible,
implementation schedules should be created and included to allow subsequent
follow-up by interested standing committee members.

> At an appropriate time after completion of the standing committee’s work, the
program office liaison or other program office official should communicate to
standing committee members updates on the disposition of standing committee’s
recommendations.

Recommendatlons to the Office of C00perat1ve Enwronmental
Management (OCEM)

I. OCEM should ensure productive interaction between NACEPT standing
committees and relevant Agency program offices.

While NACEPT is formally chartered to provide advice to the EPA Administrator, several
standing committees and program offices have worked intensively and directly together very
successfully. Such direct interaction seems to have benefitted both the standing committee and
the program office. The standing committee gained valuable technical assistance. The program
office, which developed a better understanding of the diversity of individual stakeholder
perspectives, received input in a much quicker timeframe, and was exposed to the standing
committee’s discussions beyond the final consensus recommendations. Based on such successes,
it is suggested that OCEM actively foster more direct collaboration between NACEPT standing
committees and relevant Agency offices. To encourage better cooperation between these groups,
OCEM could:
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> Work closely with the appropriate program office managers during the
establishment of the standing committee to ensure that the standing committee has
the right membership composition and charge to provide the advice which the
program office needs.

> Require the program office to designate a ‘“‘standing committee-program office
liaison” and allow for the requirements of this role in budgeting staff time.
Guidelines for such a liaison should include technical background, attendance at
meetings, and post-committee responsibilities (e.g., ensuring a response to the
recommendations).

> Sponsor a meeting of the standing committee chairperson, DFO, standing
committee-program office liaison, and program office managers in advance of the
first committee meeting. The goal of this meeting would be to build consensus
regarding the priorities and goals for the standing committee, establish a sense of
teamwork, and develop shared understanding of the time line of activities for the
standing committee.

II. OCEM should ensure that standing committee work is adequately planned and
managed by the DFO and standing committee chairperson to achieve the
committee’s goals in an efficient manner.

While survey respondents and interviewees reported that, in general, standing committees
provided the Agency with valuable recommendations in a timely fashion, several noted that the
recommendation development process could be improved. Specifically, few standing
committees utilized project management techniques (such as activity workplans) to guide the
standing committee’s investigation. To improve the efficiency of NACEPT s standing
committees, it is recommended that OCEM effectuate better standing committee management by
methods such as: '

> Develop a set of standing committee management guidelines which identify
effective project management techniques for standing committee work. Such
guidelines should include techniques to:

— develop an workplan and timeline;
— , define interim and endpoint goals;

— set performance measures and methods to measure performance toward
goals; and

— keep the standing committee’s work on track.

> Require that the DFO, standing committee chairperson, and relevant program
office staff develop a workplan, timeline, and product definition for the standing
committee's activities. (These documents could then be used for scheduling
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Council review of standing committee products, to assess the standing
committee’s degree of operational success, and by OCEM to determine whether a
standing committee has completed its work.)

III.  OCEM should inform program offices of the qualifications needed to be a DFO
and provide training to appointed DFOs.

Due to the need for NACEPT’s operations to be compliant to Federal Advisory Committee Act
regulations, the DFO and OCEM are responsible for ensuring proper standing committee
operations. To ensure efficient management and oversight of this compliance, OCEM should
take additional steps to ensure that every standing committee DFO is adequately trained and
conversant in FACA requirements. Findings from the survey and interviews suggest that:

> OCEM should ensure all DFOs are well trained on the NACEPT process. The
most effective method would be that the DFO preferentially be from OCEM. If it
is necessary that the DFO be from another office, it is important that this
individual has specific FACA training prior to the establishment of the standing
committee. In addition, program office DFOs should be provided a contact within
OCEM to act as a mentor throughout the process. This mentor would be a
resource to ensure that the standing committee is always in compliance with the
requirements of FACA.

> At the first standing committee meeting, the DFO should ensure that each
standing committee member is aware of the relevant FACA requirements as well
as the way in which the NACEPT process works (i.e., explain the Council review
process).

IV.  OCEM should develop better ways for NACEPT members to communicate
between meetings. .

The Study team found that the majority of communication within NACEPT occurs during
standing committee meetings. While such communication has generally been adequate to
support standing committee decision-making, it is evident that increased communication with
other NACEPT standing committees, the Council, and between meetings might increase the
efficiency of the standing committee’s work and allow consensus to be reached more quickly.
Based on these findings, it is suggested that OCEM:

> Develop a website for standing committees to use as a resource and tool to
accomplish their work. Such a website should include:

— security features which protect the integrity of committee communications
but allows access from universal locations;
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— a designated area for each standing committee containing its activity
workplan, background materials, and agendas; and

— user-friendly features to allow appropriate standing committee members to
post comments or materials (for example, templates could be provided to
allow quick posting of meeting summaries).

Provide DFOs with technical tools and training to enhance the use of electronic

- communication to standing committee members (for example, Adobe Acrobat

software and training might enhance e-mail distribution of documents; a group
voice-mail system could be used to alert members of newly released documents
available on the Internet).

Develop an electronic newsletter to be issued after Council meetings detailing the
events of the last meeting, upcoming key events of various standing committees,
and other NACEPT announcements.

V.

OCEM should establish an enhanced formal method for the establishment of
standing committees.

In the case of a few standing committees, the Study team found that standing committee
members were uncertain as to the standing committee’s purpose and the expectations of the
Agency. In addition, some respondents expressed concerns that their standing committee’s
membership lacked the necessary technical and legal knowledge to provide specific
recommendations. To address these findings, it is recommended that OCEM re-evaluate the
process by which new standing committees are established. To improve the process, OCEM

might:

Develop a brochure which details what a program office needs to do to have a
NACEPT standing committee established. The process should include both
practical considerations, such as the paperwork reqtiired by OCEM, as well as the
conceptual needs, such as framing an issue requiring advice.

Involve one or more Council representatives with experience in the proposed
topic area to review the program office’s request for a standing committee. As
individuals familiar with both the NACEPT process and the area of study, these
individuals are in a unique position to help clarify the standing committee’s
purpose, provide a preliminary stakeholder’s perspective on the topic, and assess
the timeframe necessary to address the scope of the investigation.

Work collaboratively with the program office and the Council to identify
potential members who have a willingness to work toward consensus and the
required expertise.
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VI.  OCEM should improve the NACEPT and standing committee orientation process
for new members.

The Study team found that on some issues (such as the organizational structure and roles of
NACEPT) members did not fully understand how NACEPT works or recognize that previous
standing committees had addressed very similar topics. Several respondents wrote that such lack
of awareness was detrimental to standing committee efficiency. To address this issue, it is
suggested that OCEM re-evaluate its current orientation process. Suggestions for improving the
orientation program include:

> Develop an onentation process which can be used effectively both at the
' establishment of a standing committee as well as for members who join later in
the standing committee process.

> Send new standing committee members a briefing paper on the committee. This
paper would present the standing committee’s charge, activities to date, and prior
relevant NACEPT recommendations and reports in this topic area.

> Produce an “Introduction to NACEPT” video which provides new members a
brief history and overview of NACEPT and the relevant aspects of the Federal
Advisory Committee Act. This video could be sent to new participants and
program office liaisons in advance of meeting attendance, shown at a pre-meeting
coffee, or posted on the website as a digital video so that valuable meeting time is
not consumed by the need to orient new members.

> Create an informational online briefing which, using simple graphics and text,
which allows a new NACEPT member to review the NACEPT process and FACA
background at a convenient time through the Internet. (If desired, a paper copy
could be developed as well and mailed to individuals at their request.)

VII. OCEM should develop a formal facilitation program to ensure proper support for
each standing committee.

While survey respondents stated that the NACEPT process worked adequately, the Study team
found that the efficiency of standing committee meeting management can be substantially
improved. To take advantage of this opportunity, it is recommended that a facilitation program
be implemented for all standing committees. Specific aspects of such a facilitation program
might include:

> Provide each DFO and standing committee chairperson with a guidebook which
details how to host efficient and effective FACA meetings and outlines the
potential role and use of trained facilitators to assist in the committee’s work.
~ Specific topics within the manual should include guidelines for distribution of
meeting agenda and advance materials; techniques and options for standing
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commiittee decision-making processes: and guidance for how to determine if
professional facilitation is required.

> Develop a roster of qualified facilitators which NACEPT can call upon for
support to standing committees. The roster should focus on factlitators who have
subject manner knowledge in the environmental field, FACA, and appropriate
experience with senior-level managers within both private industry and
government.

> Make resources available for meeting facilitators and meeting support staff (e.g.,
note-takers, laptop computers, etc.) especially for working meetings during which
recommendations will be developed.

Conclusion

Although the Study team found that overall NACEPT has been an effective source of stakeholder
involvement and has had a significant positive influence on EPA’s decision making, policies, and
program activities, it also found areas for improvement. These recommendations, addressed to
the Council, its standing committees, and OCEM, concem both the process of NACEPT’s
operations and the substance of its work. Exhibit 3 presents a summary of the recommendations.

Exhibit 3. Recommendations

The NACEPT Council should:
* Do more strategic planning to identify the policy issues which NACEPT standing committees
address.
* Better publicize itself and its work to all parts of the Agency and beyond.
* Streamline the process of developing and delivering recommendations.

« Conduct an evaluation of standing committee processes after the completion of the standing
committee’s work. ‘

» Take responsibility for maintaining contact with its past members.

NACEPT Standing Committees should:

+  Prioritize their recommendations and include suggested schedules and performance targets
for implementation for each recommendation.

* Request a formal response from the Agency to all standing committee reports.
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The Office of Cooperative Environmental Management should:

Ensure productive interaction directly between NACEPT standing committees and relevant
Agency program offices.

Ensure that standing committee work is adequately planned and managed by the DFO and
standing committee chairperson to achieve committee goals in an efficient manner.

Make clear to the program offices the qualifications needed to be a DFO and provide
training to appointed DFOs.

Develop better ways for NACEPT members to communicate between meetings.
Establish an enhanced formal method for the establishment of standing committees.
Improve the NACEPT and standing committee orientation process for new members.

Develop a formal facilitation program to ensure proper support for each standing
committee.
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Conclusion

Since its establishment in 1988, NACEPT has served as an important and independent source of
stakeholder advice to EPA across a wide range of subjects. Through its 26 standing committees,
NACEPT has involved over 700 past and current members in meaningful dialogue and
deliberation and has produced over 50 major reports containing over 1,000 recommendations.
The value of these recommendations, advice, and counsel is confirmed not only by the views of
NACEPT past members and Agency officials, but also in the numerous documented examples of
the recommendations influencing the Agency’s decisions, policies, and program activities. As a
result, the number of NACEPT standing committees and the range of issues that they have
addressed has grown over the last years.

From this rich heritage of success, NACEPT is preparing for its second decade and making
adjustment to ensure and enhance its continued effectiveness. Among these changes are the
continued expansion in the breadth and variety of issues on its agenda and a greater focus on
strategic planning, including efforts to identify emerging issues of importance to EPA and its
constituents.

This study continues and contributes to these improvement efforts by providing findings and
recommendations related to NACEPT's operations and effectiveness. Collectively, these
findings and recommendations will help to guide NACEPT, its standing committees, and OCEM
in ensuring the ongoing vitality and importance of NACEPT into the future.
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Appendix A — NACEPT Standing Committee Acronyms

landing CGommitte

14 UEN
v RS & 3% ACH
C i d Envi i
CBEP Commgnny Based Environmental Protection 1996-1997 General Agency Policy or Management
ommittee
ECMC Environmental Capital Markets Committee 1998-Ongoing General Agency Policy or Management
Envi - —
EETC nvnropmenlal Education and Training 1988-1990 General Agency Policy or Management
Committee
EFAB Environmental Financial Advisory Board 1989-1990 General Agency Policy or Management
EGTF Effluent Guidelines Task Force 1992-Ongoing ProgranmvMedia-Specific
EIAC Enwro.nmemal Information and Assessments 1994-1996 Information Management and Technology
Committee
EIET Environmental lnfo.rmallon Economics and 1995-1996 General Agency Policy or Management
Technology Committee
Environmental Information and Public . ]
EIPAC Access Committee 1998-Ongoing Information Management and Technology
EITC Ecosystems Implementation Tools Commuttee |1994-1995 General Agency Policy or Management
Environmental Measures/Chemical Accident . .
EMCAP Prevention Committee 1990-1996 Programv/Media-Specific
ESEC Ecosys.lems Sustainable Economies 1994-1996 General Agency Policy or Management
Committee
ESTATS Environmental Statistics Committee 1992-1997 Information Management and Technology
FSAC Food Safety Advisory Committee 1996 ProgranvMedia-Specific
Hc Information Impacts Committee 1996-1997 Information Management and Technology
Information Resources Management .
d Tech
IRM Strategic Planning Task Force 1994 Information Management and Technology
PPEC Pollution Prevention Education Committee 1991-1993 General Agency Policy or Management
RCC Reinvention Criteria Committee 1996-Ongoing General Agency Policy or Management
S&L State and Local Programs Committee 1988-1993 General Agency Policy or Management
SEC Superfund Evaluation Committee 1993-1994 Program/Media-Specific
ITDR Toxic Data Reporting Committee 1993-Ongoing  |Program/Media-Specific
Trade and Environment .
TEC Committee/International Environmental 1989-1993 General Agency Policy or Management
Committee
TIE Technqlogy Innovation and Economics 1989-1993 General Agency Policy or Management
Committee
TITLEVI  |Title VI Implementation Advisory Committee |1998-Ongoing General Agency Policy or Management
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load Committee 1996-1998 ProgramvMedia-Specific
TRAC Tolerance Reassessment Advisory Commitiee (1998 Programv/Media-Specific
WiPP Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Review Committee |1992-Ongoing  [Program/Media-Specific
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Appendix B — History and Overview of NACEPT

Reasons for Establishment

During the 1980s, a variety of factors led to the realization by the EPA that in the future, both
non-federal government agencies and the private sector would have a larger role in
environmental protection. In addition, federal legislation such as the Federal Technology
Transfer Act of 1986 encouraged joint government-industry collaboration to develop new
technologies. In accord with these trends, in March 1987, EPA Administrator Thomas created
the Task Force on Technology Transfer. This Task Force was charged to develop
recommendations as to how EPA could most effectively leverage its resources to support and
encourage technology transfer and training through cooperative activities with industry,
academia, and non-federal government agencies. As a result of these events, the National
Advisory Council for Environmental Technology Transfer (NACETT), was established in July
1988.

Original Charge
The National Council for Environmental Technology Transfer (NACETT) was charged to

consult with and make recommendations to the EPA Administrator on a continuing basis on
technology transfer issues associated with:

. the management of environmental problems;

. activities, functions, and policies relevant to the Agency under the Federal
Technology Transfer Act of 1986; and

. other statutes, executive orders, and regulations affecting the conduct of

technology transfer activities within EPA.

NACETT's activities were designed to: ‘
. promote continuing consultation and debate to ensure mutual understanding of the
differing perspectives, concerns and needs among the institutions involved in
environmental management;

. maximize the extent to which each institutional participant understands, accepts,
and fulfills its environmental management responsibilities;

. facilithte broad public sharing of information on environmental problems as well
as alternative approaches and implementation strategies for addressing them; and

. promote consideration of alternative strategies for leveraging resources to address

environmental needs.
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Eveolution of the Charge
1988-1990

During its first two years, NACETT standing committees investigated various aspects of
technology transfer delivering recommendations on environmental education and training, state
and local programs, and technology innovation issues. In addition, NACETT sponsored projects
that resulted in the development of new institutions which demonstrated real-world cooperative
environmental management, assisted in the formulation of an Agency position on reauthorization
of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and addressed other issues in response
to internal Agency requests (such as requests from the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency
Response to provide input to chemical accident prevention and hazardous waste remediation
1ssues.) It became clear that the Council’s initial technology transfer title did not fit the broad
environmental policy formulation role to which the Council had evolved and as a result, the
Council was renamed from NACETT to the National Advisory Council on Environmental Policy
and Technology (NACEPT) in July 1990. To guide NACEPT, a Mission Statement was
adopted:
NACEPT
Bridging the gap from problem identification to environmental solutions through successful
program implementation, cooperation, and consensus-building by business, government,
educational institutions, and private organizations.

1990-1993

In November 1990, Administrator Reilly met with the NACEPT Executive Committee and asked
the Council to address broad, cross-cutting issues related to pollution prevention to provide input
for the Agency’s Congressional reports regarding the then-new Pollution Prevention Act.
Consequently, from 1990 though 1993, NACEPT standing committees investigated Chemical
Accident Prevention, Effluent Guidelines, the use of environmental statistics in pollution
prevention, and education issues related to pollution prevention.

1993 - Present

In 1993, Administrator Browner continued NACEPT’s central stakeholder advisory role and
expanded NACEPT’s charge to provide advice on an even wider range of issues including
information management and technology. Since 1993, NACEPT standing committees have
addressed topics such as community based environmental protection, Agency reinvention, and

~ information resource management. In 1997, a collaborative effort between the Administrator’s
office, the Office of Reinvention, and Office of Cooperative Environmental Management
(OCEM) resulted in a realignment of NACEPT creating a revised NACEPT structure increasing
the role of program offices in the NACEPT process through standing committee management
with OCEM oversight. Today, NACEPT works collaboratively with the Office of the
Administrator, EPA program offices, and other federal agencies to investigate a breadth of
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environmental protection related issues including food safety regulations, environmental justice
policies, and public access to environmental information.

NACEPT’s Structure

NACEPT is organized by a three-tiered committee structure of the NACEPT Council, an
Executive Committee, and standing committees. Each type of committee has a specific role in
the NACEPT process. An organization chart of NACEPT is presented in Appendix C.

NACEPT Council

The NACEPT Council is the formal long-term established body which is responsible for
providing advice across a breadth of issues to the Administrator. To accomplish this, the Council
operates as a steering committee, coordinating, overseeing, and reviewing the work of the
standing committees which are established under the Council’s auspices.

The Council 1s comprised of senior-level representatives from a broad range of interests
including government, business and industry, academia, professional associations, and labor,
environmental advocacy, and community groups who serve renewable terms (usually two years).
Council members generally also serve as a member of one or more NACEPT standing
committee.

NACEPT Executive Committee

NACEPT’s Executive Committee, with the assistance of OCEM, 1s responsible for the overall
planning for the Council and coordination between standing committees. It is comprised of the
Chair and Vice-Chair of the Council and standing committee chairpersons.

NACEPT Standing Committees

The majority of NACEPT’s operations are accomplished through standing committees, which are
Council subcommittees established and charged to address specific issues. Standing committees
are comprised of qualified professionals experienced in the area of the standing committee’s
focus. Membership includes representatives from government, business, industry, academia, and
relevant non-governmental organizations to assure balanced consideration of the range of
perspeciives. Whilg all Council members serve on at least one standing committee, standing
committees also include issue-specific experts who are not Council members.

Standing committees operate with independent courses of action and standing committee
chairpersons. Standing committees hold public meetings, establish workgroups or
subcommittees to look at issues in depth, and interact with relevant Agency program offices.
Committees develop advice to fulfill their charges and present draft reports to the Council for
review, approval, and transmittal to the Administrator or other Agency customer.
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Overview of the NACEPT Process

NACEPT is a stakeholder-input process which is utilized for a variety of reasons to accomplish a
great range of goals. The reasons why NACEPT standing committees are established and the
way in which specific standing committees operate may vary considerably. In that sense, there is
not a single “NACEPT process”. Nevertheless, the process can be broadly characterized through
four steps:

1) NACEPT is asked to provide advice.
2) A standing committee is charged to consider issues and develop draft advice.
3) The standing committee’s draft advice is reviewed and approved by the Council.

4) NACEPT advice is provided, possibly including dissenting opinions and
recommendations for further study.

Management of NACEPT

NACEPT is a federal advisory committee, governed by federal legislation such as the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (FACA) of 1972. FACA requires that advisory groups be:

(1) chartered; (2) balanced and diverse in terms of perspective, professional qualifications, and
experience; and (3) kept to a minimum, established only when “determined to be essential” and
disestablished upon completion of work. Further, the business of these groups is to be:

(1) announced in the Federal Register; (2) open to public attendance and comment as agency
guidelines permit; and (3) conducted promptly.

FACA legislation includes specific management guidelines for federal advisory committees.
OCEM is responsible for the operations and management of the NACEPT Council and Executive
Council. In addition, FACA requires that each standing committee has a Designated Federal
Official (DFO) to oversee its operations and FACA compliance. DFOs assist the standing
committee chairperson, the Executive Council, and OCEM in the planning of the standing
committee’s work and act as a communications conduit within the standing committee and
between the standing committee and relevant EPA program offices. In most cases, the DFO is a
member of the OCEM staff, although it is possible for the DFO to be an Agency program office
staffperson working under the oversight of OCEM.

4
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Appendix C — 1999 Organizational Chart of NACEPT, OCEM, and

the Administrator’s Office

EPA Administrator Office of Cooperative Environmental Management
Carot M. Browner

Deputy Administrator Director
Peter D. Robertson Clarence Hardy

EPA | NACEPT
Regional and Program Offices
Chairman
Rabert L Rhodes, Jr.

Executive Committee 7

Composed of Commiitle Chairpersons

i General Agency Policy or Management
B Standing Committees
|

L» Program or Media Specific
Standing Committees

—~

Information Management and Technology
Standing Committees
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Appendix D - Key Aspects of NACEPT Charters

I 1988 - Original Charter I

Purpose and Authority

The purpose of the Advisory Council is to provide advice and counsel to the Administrator of EPA
on technology transfer associated with the management of environmental problems. The Advisory
Council is being established in accordance with the provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee
Act 5, U.S.C. (App.1)9(c). The Advisory Council provides independent advice and counsel to the
Administrator on such specific technology transfer activities, issues and needs as:

identifying the barriers impeding environmental technology transfer and training
efforts and possible approaches for reducing these barriers;

creating a positive institutional climate within EPA with respect to technology
transfer and training activities;

promoting cooperative, mutually-supportive EPA-state relationships aimed at
establishing more effective environmental management at federal, state and local
levels;

increasing and institutionalizing communication among all levels of government, the
business community, the academic, educational, and training community and the
international community, with the aim of increasing non-federal resources and
improving the effectiveness of federal and non-federal resources directed at solving
environmental problems, and establishing direct links between these resources and
those who need assistance to solve environmental problems;

developing and applying an appropriate array of existing and new delivery
mechanisms for meeting technology transfer and training needs;

implementing the Federal Technology Transfer Act of 1986 which facilitates access
to science and technology, and other related legislation, executive orders and
regulations previously enacted or which may be enacted in the future;

5

reviewing any periodic EPA reports describing the Agency’s progress in
implementing statutes, executive orders and regulations on technology transfer; and

assessing alternative approaches for measuring the environmental benefits of
technology transfer activities.
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Scope of the Activity

The Advisory Council advises, consults with, and makes recommendations on a continuing basis to
the Administrator on technology transfer issues associated with the management of environmental
problems generally and in matters relating to activities, functions, and policies under the Federal
Technology Transfer Act of 1986 and other statutes, executive orders and regulations affecting the
conduct the technology transfer activities within EPA. The Advisory Council will analyze problems,
present findings, make recommendations, conduct meetings and perform other activities necessary
for the attainment of its objectives. Environmental technology transfer consists of the purposeful
transfer of technical and environmental management information and “know how™ from one
individual or organization to one or more others where it is needed to achieve environmental
protection objectives. Such technology transfer may take the form of training, technical assistance or
targeted information dissemination. It includes such transfers between and among interstate, state,
regional and local agencies with environmental responsibilities, EPA regional offices, EPA
headquarters and EPA laboratories. It also includes such transfers between and among businesses;
academic, educational and training institutions; federal, state and local government organizations;
international organizations; and governmental organizations in other countries, especially such
transfers undertaken to facilitate or accelerate the development, commercialization or use of needed
new environmental technology or skills.

Composition

The Advisory Council consists of a group of independent experts drawn from industry and business,
academic, educational and training institutions; federal, state and local government agencies;
international organizations; environmental groups; and non-profit entities. The group shall be of
sufficient size and diversity to provide the range of perspectives required to assess each element of
the implementation of the Federal Technology Transfer Act and related statutes, executive orders and
regulations and, generally, the technology transfer issues associated with the management of
environmental problems. The Advisory Council may constitute itself into such specialized
committees on an ad hoc or standing basis as it finds necessary to carry out its responsibilities.

Duration
The Advisory Council shall be needed on a continuing basis and may be renewed beyond its initial

two-year period, as authorized in accordance with Section 14 of the Federal Advisory Committee
Act.

&
i
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II 1990 Charter Renewal (and renaming) I

Purpose and Authority

This Charter is to renew the National Advisory Council for Environmental Policy and Technology
(NACEPT) which was previously established as the National Advisory Council for Environmental
Technology Transfer NACETT) on July 7, 1988, for an additional two-year period in accordance
with the requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5 U.S.C. (App.I) 9(c). The purpose of
the Advisory Council is to provide advice and counsel to the Administrator of EPA on issues
associated with the management of environmental problems. The Advisory Council provides
independent advice and counsel to the Administrator on such specific activities, issues and needs as:
identifying the barriers impeding environmental technology transfer and training efforts and possible
approaches for reducing these barriers; creating a positive institutional climate within EPA with
respect to technology transfer and training activities; promoting cooperative, mutually-supportive
EPA-state relationships aimed at establishing more effective environmental management at federal,
state and local levels; increasing and institutionalizing communication among all levels of
government, the business community, the academic, educational and training community and the
international community, with the aim of increasing non-federal resources and improving the
effectiveness of federal and non-federal resources directed at solving environmental problems, and
establishing direct links between these resources and those who need assistance to solve
environmental problems; developing and applying an appropriate array of existing and new delivery
mechanisms for meeting technology transfer and training needs; implementing the Federal
Technology Transfer Act of 1986, Executive Order 12591, which facilitates access to science and
technology, and other related legislation, executive orders and regulations previously enacted or
which may be enacted in the future; reviewing any periodic EPA reports describing the Agency’s
progress in implementing statutes, executive orders and regulations; and assessing altenative
approaches for measuring the environmental benefits of technology transfer and related activities.

Scope of the Activity

The Advisory Council advises, consults with and makes recommendations on a continuing basis to
the Administrator on issues associated with the management of environmental problems generally
and on matters relating to activities, functions and policies under the Federal Technology Transfer
Act of 1986 and other statutes, executive orders, and regulations affecting the conduct of technology
transfer activities within EPA. The Advisory Council will analyze problems, present findings, make
recommendations, conduct meetings and perform other activities necessary for the attainment of its
objectives. Environmental technology transfer consist of the purposeful transfer of technical and
environmental management information and “know how” from one individual or organization to one
or more others where it is needed to achieve environmental protection objectives. Such activity may
take the form of training, technical assistance or targeted information dissemination. It includes such
transfers between and among interstate, state, regional and local agencies with environmental
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responsibilities, EPA regional offices, EPA headquarters and EPA laboratornies. It also includes such
transfers between and among businesses; academic, educational and training institutions: federal,
state and local governmental organizations; international organizations and governmental
organizations 1n other countries, especially such transfers undertaken to facilitate or accelerate the
development, commercialization or use of needed new environmental technology or skills.

1994 Charter Renewal

Purpose and Authority

This Charter renews the National Advisory Council for Environmental Policy and Technology
(NACEPT) which was originally established on July 7, 1988, for an additional two-year period in
accordance with the requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), 5 U.S.C. App. 2
section 9(c). The purpose of NACEPT is to provide advice and counsel to the Administrator of EPA .
on issues associated with environmental management and policy. It is determined that NACEPT is
in the public interest in connection with the performance of duties imposed on the agency by law.

Objectives

NACEPT provides independent advice and counsel to the Administrator on issues such as:

. developing approaches for reducing barriers to environmental technology
development and transfer, institutionalizing public and private pollution prevention
programs, ecosystems management and environmental sustainability and community
empowerment;

. fostering improved global environmental management, and increasing the focus on
environment in international trade and contributions to U.S. competitiveness;

.

. increasing communication and understanding among all levels of government,
business, non-governmental organizations and academia, with the goal of increasing
non-federal resources and improving the effectiveness of federal and non-federal
resources directed at solving environmental economic problems;

. implementing statutes, executive orders and regulations previously enacted or which
) may be enacted in the future;
. reviewing progress in implementing statutes, executive orders and regulations; and
. assessing approaches for measuring the environmental benefits of technology transfer

and alternative approaches to environmental protection.
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Scope of the Activity

NACEPT advises, consults with, and makes recommendations on a continuing basis to the
Administrator on issues associated with environmental management generally and on matters
relating to activities, functions and policies under the federal environmental statutes, executive
orders, regulations, and policies affecting environmental management responsibilities of EPA.
NACEPT conducts meetings, analyzes problems, presents findings, makes recommendations,
and performs other activities as necessary for the attainment of its objectives. It advises the
Administrator on ways to improve development and implementation of domestic and
international environmental management policies, programs, and technologies. Ecosystems
protection, NAFTA implementation and Information Resources Management Strategic Planning
are some of the issues currently under review. NACEPT also provides external input to Assistant
Administrators on selected program topics where appropriate. NACEPT, working with other
EPA organizations, advises the Administrator on broad, cross-cutting environmental policy and
technology issues and priorities.
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Appendix E — Bibliography of NACEPT Publications

General Reports of the Council

National Advisory Council for Environmental Policy and Technology: An Overview
September 1990. )

Progressive Environmental Management: Leveraging Regulatory and Voluntary Action
March 1993.

Promoting Innovative Approaches to Environmental Protection: A Summary of
Recommendations from the National Advisory Council for Environmental Policy and
Technology June 1996.

General Agency Policy or Management

Technology Innovation and Economics Committee

Report and Recommendations of the Technology Innovation and Economics Committee
January 1990.

Permitting and Compliance Policy: Barriers to U.S. Environmental Technology
Innovation: Report and Recommendations of the Technology Innovation and Economics
Committee January 1991.

Improving Technology Diffusion for Environmental Protection: Report and
Recommendations of the Technology Innovation and Economics Committee October 1992.

How Best to Promote Industrial Pollution Prevention Through the Effluent Guidelines
Process: Report of the Technology Innovation and Economics Committee/Industrial
Pollution Prevention Project Focus Group February 1993.

Transforming Environmental Permitting and Compliance Policies to Promote Pollution
Prevention: Removing Barriers and Providing Incentives to Foster Technology Innovation,
Economic Productivity, and Environmental Protection: Report and Recommendations of
the Technology Innovation and Economics Committee April 1993.

Report and Recommendations for Action: “EPA’s Technology Innovation Strategy and
Progrdm Plans for the Environmental Initiative’ August 1994.

State and Local Programs Committee

Report and Recommendations of the State and Local Programs Committee February 1990.
Implementation of Recommendations October 1990.

State and Local Programs Committee Recommendations March 1991.
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. Building State and Local Pollution Prevention Programs December 1992.

Environmental Financial Advisory Board

. Environmental Tax Policy Statement Draft Recommendations March 1990.

. Small Communities Financing Strategies Workgroup Draft Recommendations March 1990.

. Public Financing Options Workgroup Draft Recommendations March 1990. »
. Private Sector Incentives Workgroup Draft Recommendations March 1990.

Environmental Education and Training/Pollution Prevention Education
Committee

. National Advisory Council for Environmental Technology Transfer: Report and
Recommendations of the Environmental Education and Training Committee 1990.

. National Advisory Council for Environmental Policy and Technology: The Urban
Environmental Education Report December 1990.

. Pollution Prevention Education and Training for an Environmentally Sustainable Future:
Report and Recommendations of the Academic Focus Group of the Pollution Prevention
Education Committee October 1992.

. Partnership-Building to Promote Pollution Prevention: Industry Focus Group Report
October 1992.

. Partnerships for Pollution Prevention Education and Traihing December 1992.

Trade and Environment/International Environmental Committee

. The Greening of World Trade February 1993.

Ecosystems Implementation Tools Committee

. Interim Report of the NACEPT Implementation Tools Committee on EPA’s Place-Based
Approach to Ecosystem Management January 1995.

Ecosystems Sustainable Economies Committee

. NACEPT Ecosystems Sustainable Economies Committee FY 1995 Activities and
Recm?mendations June 1996.

Environmental Information, Economics, and Technology

. Peer Review Of Analysis of Cost-Based Environmental Technology Gaps June 1996.

. Peer Review Of Resource-Based Method For Identifying Environmental Technology
Priorities July 1996.
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Reinvention Criteria Committee

Letter to the Deputy Administrator: Preliminary findings and recommendations October 22,
1996.

Letter to the Deputy Administrator: Preliminary findings and recommendations April 8,
1997.

Recommendations on EPA’s Draft Strategic Plan July 1997.

Interim Report of the Reinvention Criteria Committee March 1998.

Community Based Environmental Protection Committee

Report and Recommendations of the Community-Based Environmental Protection
Committee 1997.

Program/Media Specific Policy

Environmental Measures/Chemical Accident Prevention

National Environmental Information Goals and Objectives for the 21* Century: Draft
Interim Recommendations of the Environmental Statistics Subcommittee April 1992.

Report of the Pollution Prevention Measurements Subcommittee June 1992.

Establishment of a Center for Environmental Statistics at EPA: Interim Recommendations
1992.

Measuring Progress in Chemical Accident Prevention: Recommendations of the Chemical
Accident Prevention Subcommittee September 1992.

Superfund Evaluation Committee

-

Superfund Liability Workgroup Recommendations November 1993.
Remedy Selection Workgroup Recommendations November 1993.
State Role Workgroup Recommendations November 1993.

Municipal Liability Workgroup Recommendations November 1993.

Effluent Guidelines Task Force

The Effluent Guidelines Program: Selection Criteria for Preliminary Industry Studies July
1994.

Effluent Guidelines Task Force Workgroup 1 - Issue Paper: Design of Preliminary Studies
September 1996.

Fostering Pollution Prevention and Incorporating Multi-Media Considerations into
Effluent Guidelines Development September 1996.

Effluent Guidelines Task Force: Design of Preliminary Studies September 1996.
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. Removing the Bottlenecks from the Effiuent Guidelines Process October 1996.

. Recommendations on Streamlining the Effluent Guidelines Development Process: Draft
Report May 1998.

Food Safety Advisory Committee

. Summary Report of Food Safety Advisory Committee December 1996.

Total Maximum Daily Load Committee

. Report of the Federal Advisory Committee on the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
Program July 1998.

Tolerance Reassessment Advisory Committee

. Framework for Addressing Key Science Issues Presented by the Food Quality Protection
Act (FQPA) as Developed Through the Tolerance Reassessment Advisory Committee
(TRAC) October 1998.

. Framework for Refining FQPA Science Policy October, 1998.

. Schedule for Release of Guidance on Science Policy Issues October, 1998.

Toxics Data Reporting Committee

. Issues and Concerns for the Definitions and Guidance for the Requirements of 6607 of the
Poliution Prevention Act; Summary of Discussion of the Toxics Data Reporting
Subcommittee of the National Advisory Council for Environmental Policy and Technology
January 1994.

- R R R Tl L T L T S

_Information Management andv Teéh;jology e

po NP - L T ™ TG U PP P PR -

Information Resources Management Strategic Planning Task Force

. Using Information Strategically to Protect Human Health and the Environment:
Recommendations for Comprehensive Information Resources Management August 1994.

Environmental §tatistics Committee

. Fiscal Year 1995 Recommendations of the Environmental Statistics Subcommittee 1995.
Environmental Information and Assessments Committee

. Findings and Recommendations of the Ecosystems Information and Assessments
Committee June 1996.
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Information Impacts Committee

. Interim Report January 1997.

. Managing Information as a Strategic Resource: Final Report and Recommendations of the
Information Impacts Committee January 1998.
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Appendix F — Overview of the Study Methodology

A key methodological challenge of this study was defining what “‘effectiveness’”” means in the
context of a stakeholder advisory process such as NACEPT. Viewed narrowly, NACEPT
provides a structured process of providing advice to the EPA Administrator in accordance with
the requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). From this perspective, testing
the effectiveness of NACEPT is relatively straightforward and can be measured and assessed in
terms of the number of standing committees constituted and the reports and recommendations of
the Council.

Another, broader definition of effectiveness would be to assess the extent to which NACEPT’s
recommendations had influenced or changed EPA’s decision making, policies, or actions. Such
a definition poses greater methodological challenges because EPA may already be addressing
these issues and establishing cause-and-effect relationships between NACEPT's
recommendations and subsequent Agency actions may be difficult. Still another definition of
effectiveness would include the extent to which NACEPT had created new dialogue on issues or
added new perspectives, which might have influenced decisions and activities outside of EPA,
such as at the state and local level.

Based on input from current NACEPT members leading this study, no single definition was
exclusively used. Instead, the Study team identified the following four areas of focus to
determine NACEPT’s effectiveness:

> Did NACEPT standing committees fulfill their charters?

> Did NACEPT bring outside perspectives to EPA?

> Did NACEPT provide useful and timely recommendations?
> Did NACEPT have observable effects on Agency policy?

These areas of focus represent different tests of effectiveness and provide a tiered set of standards
for assessing NACEPT’s performance over the last 10 years. The methodology described below
reflects the need to collect data on NACEPT related to each of these four areas of focus.

To investigate these questions, the Study team adopted a two-prong approach: (1) to reach as
many past and present NACETT-NACEPT participants as possible; and (2) to interview a
representative sample of Agency officials. In this manner, the Study was intended to gather data
on both the way in which NACEPT functions internally as well as how it is perceived by and
impacts Agency decision-makers.
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A three-stage process was developed to conduct the Study:

Stage 1: NACEPT and OCEM records and other external data sources (i.e.,
Internet) were reviewed to document and chronicle the activities of
NACEPT;

Stage 2: Past and current NACEPT members were surveyed to gather participants’

views of the quality of the NACEPT experience and standing committee
effectiveness; and

Stage 3: Selected survey respondents and Agency officials were interviewed to
validate the survey data and to gather additional data on NACEPT’s
impacts.

Stage 1: Review of Relevant Documentary Records and Reports

NACEPT operates through a central management council and standing committees established to
provide advice to the Agency on specific topics. Over its 10-year history, 26 such standing
committees have been constituted. The first step in the Study was to document the various
activities of these standing committees and identify addresses for their members. This research
effort included the review of OCEM, NACEPT, and other EPA records, and Internet research to
identify the charge, activities, reccommendations, and impacts (where directly attributed to a
committee) of each standing committee. For each, a briefing paper was developed for providing
a short explanation of why the standing committee was established, a summary of its charge, a
review of its activities, and a listing of its reports and recommendations. These briefing papers
aided the Study team in developing the survey questionnaire and were included in the survey
mailing to provide respondents with a contextual reminder of the standing committee’s purpose,
activities, and recommendations. (Based on information gathered during the Study, these
briefing papers have been updated and further developed to include the impacts of standing
committee recommendations on the Agency.) The briefing papers are collected in a report
entitled, NACEPT: Chronology and History Report. )

Stage 2: Study Survey

680 written surveys were sent to past and present NACEPT members to evaluate their standing
committee experiences. The survey consisted of 44 closed-ended questions (Likert-scale and
multiple choice); five open-ended narrative questions; and five demographic questions (gender,
race/ethnicity, age, sector represented, and number of standing committees on which the
respondent served). Questions were organized in four sections:

> committee charge, processes, & procedures;

> committee recommendations and advice;

> impact of committee recommendations and advice; and

- overall assessment of standing committee and NACEPT experience.
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At the end of each survey, respondents were asked to indicate their willingness to participate in a
follow-up interview. The study, therefore, relied heavily on the opinions of past and current
NACEPT members, who may be viewed as potentially bias sources of information. However,
since NACEPT members do not receive compensation for their services and many past members
no longer have immediate contact or professional relationships with EPA, the Study team
believed that the risk of such bias was modest and could be qualitatively evaluated by comparing
the views expressed to the historical record. For example, opinions related to NACEPT’s impact
on specific program and activities could be verified through the interviews with Agency officials
described below and information publicly available about EPA programs. In addition, because a
major focus of the study was to identify improvement in NACEPT’s operations, past and current
members were viewed as the most informed sources on the processes and procedures followed by
the Council and its standing committees and their effectiveness.

Stage 3: Study Interviews

To corroborate the findings of the survey and gather additional information, interviews were
conducted with a selected sample of survey respondents, Agency officials, and OCEM staff. To
ensure that these interviews gathered information representative of the variety of NACEPT
standing committee experiences, a subset of six standing committees representing a range of
subject areas and survey response averages was selected by the NACEPT Study team for these
in-depth, follow-up interviews. These six standing committees were:

> Total Maximum Daily Load Committee;

> Effluent Guidelines Task Force;

> Reinvention Criteria Commuittee;

> Toxic Data Reporting Committee;

> State and Local Programs Committee; and
- Information Impacts Committee. ‘

Interviews were conducted by an independent survey firm via telephone and in person and
covered the same topics as the Study survey with added focus on gathering supporting details and
suggestions for improving future NACEPT efforts. For each standing committee, multiple
interviews were conducted to promote a balanced and comprehensive set of perspectives.

&

NACEPT: Past and Future Appendix * F-3



June

July

August

September

October

November

December

Timeline and Key Activities

Kick-off meeting at NACEPT plenary session

Researching and drafting of the standing committee briefing papers

Development of the study methodology

First Study team meeting

Development of draft survey and sample

Revisions to the standing committee briefing papers

Second Study team meeting

Survey in the field

Development of interview protocols

Analysis of survey data

Third Study team meeting

Interviews conducted

Interviews conducted

Presentation of preliminary results to NACEPT Council
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Appendix G — Technical Details of Survey Methodology

Purpose

The purpose of the survey was to gather the views and opinions of as many past and current
NACEPT members as possible on their NACEPT experience. Specifically, the survey:

» asked their assessment of the quality of their experience participating on NACEPT,;
» solicited their opinion of the effectiveness of NACEPT; and
» determined their willingness to participate in a follow-up interview.

Approach

The survey was sent to all past and current NACEPT members for whom reliable current mailing
address information was obtained. The survey was sent to NACEPT members rather than
external stakeholders and EPA for several reasons:

» Outside stakeholders are unlikely to offer valuable information on how standing
committees conduct their business.

> Limiting the survey to members allowed all past and present members to be surveyed,
improving the quality and breadth of information gathered.

> [t was expected that external stakeholders and EPA officials were less likely than past
members to complete the survey since those with direct personal involvement with an
organization are generally more likely to complete surveys about that organization. This
consideration was significant since the survey addressed the work of NACEPT
committees that existed as far back as 10 years. '

Instrument

The survey was administered as a written questionnaire. It consisted of 44 multiple choice
Likert-scale questions and five open-ended narrative questions. The format of the instrument
provided boxes in which the respondent could mark their response to close-ended questions.

Text boxes were provided for replies to open-ended questions. Instructions for completing and
returning the survey were included at the beginning of and throughout the survey. Overall, it was
estimated that completion of the survey would take approximately 20 minutes.

In addition, the survey asked five demographic questions. Instructions encouraged respondents
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to answer these questions, but made it clear that responses to gender, race/ethnicity, and age
questions were optional. All respondents had the option of completing the survey anonymously.

At the end of the survey, respondents were asked to indicate if they were willing to participate in
a follow-up interview, and if so, to provide pertinent contact information.

Survey Pre-Test

The draft survey form and instructions were pre-tested by the NACEPT Study team, OCEM, and
the survey contractor to ensure that instructions and questions were clear, logically organized,
and unambiguous.

Survey Distribution and Follow-up
The survey was distributed by U.S. Express Mail to emphasize its importance and to ensure that
it “stood out” from other mail. Each survey package included:

» acover letter from the NACEPT chairperson explaining the purpose of the study;

» background matenial about NACEPT, FACA, and the standing committee on which the
individual participated [For respondents who served on multiple standing committees,
multiple chronology reports and survey forms were provided to allow completion of one
survey for each standing committee];

> the written survey pre-coded to indicate the committee in question; and

> a pre-addressed postage-paid return envelope. [Note: Instructions were also provided for
return of completed surveys by fax.] '

A follow-up postcard was sent approximately one week after the survey distribution, reminding
the recipient of the survey and encouraging the recipient to complgte and return the survey.
Follow-up telephone calls were also made selectively to encourage survey response for those
committees with low response rates.
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Appendix H — Survey Instrument

National Advisory Council for
Environmental Policy and Technology
Membership Survey

The purpose of this survey is to gather feedback from current and past NACEPT
committee members to support NACEPT’s self-assessment of its accomplishments
and progress during its first ten years. The data from this survey will complement
information collected from other sources and will help to assess the efficiency of
NACEPT’s internal processes as well as the impact of its committees. Together, these
data will be used to identify opportunities for improving the overall effectiveness of
NACEPT’s internal processes and stakeholder service. |

L

INSTRUCTIONS

» Please complete the attached survey for the Committee noted at the top of the next page (page
1). In answering the questions, please consider your personal experience on that specific
Committee and mark (with an “X") the response which best indicates your view.

» Most questions use a standard response set: Strongly Agree; Agree; Neither Agree nor
Disagree; Disagree; Strongly Disagree; Do Not Know; and Not Applicable.

& .
¢ 3 2 =], | =2 If you sometimes agree
& 5 2|1 5] ez and sometimes
= Tilelz|E -*?: s disagree in roughly
gl g | & § ¥ 122 | < equal proportion, mark
|23 bt .
gl |2 || 8| &|& | 2 “Neither Agree nor
Disagree.”
m] a [m] a o a [m) a

» Questions 18, 27, 35, 36, and 41 ask for narrative responses. Please write your response in
the space provided. If you require additional space, you may continue on the back side of the
page. 5 ‘

» The survey is ANONYMOUS if you prefer. Both survey and interview data will be collected and
processed by a non-federal contractor. Results will be presented in cumulative statistics to
ensure the anonymity of individual respondents.

» If you are willing to participate in a follow-up interview about your NACEPT experience, please
provide your name and contact information at the end of the survey. Participation in the follow-

up interviews is strictly voluntary.
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Please complete this survey for the following committee: ! . .
i Committee label was placed here

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

In which of the following sectors did you work when appointed to this Committee?

QO Federal, State, or Local Government Agency O College/University or other Academic
3 Corporate, Private, or Self-Employed Research Organization
Q Trade Union or Labor Organization 0 Advocacy or Public Interest Non-
O Professional or Trade Association Governmental Organization
@ Other
On how many NACEPT Committees have you served?
a1 a 2 a 3 a 4 U 5ormore
Which of the following best characterizes your attendance at Committee meetings?
~ O Never O Attended less Q Attended 0 Attended more O Always attended
attended than half about half than half

How would you characterize your experience serving on this Committee?

a. U Worth mytime and effort Q Not worth my time and effort

b. O Committee’s work had a O  Committee did not have a QO Do Not
noticeable effect on Agency noticeable effect on Agency Know
decision-making. decision-making.

c. O Inhindsight, | would serve on the O In hindsight, | would not serve on the same
same Committee again. Committee again.

How would you characterize NACEPT? (Please answer each part)

a. U An effective means for the Agency to collect QO An ineffective means for the Agency to collect
advice advice

b. Q An efficient means for the Agency to collect QO An inefficient means for the Agency to collect
advice advice

c. QO fwould serve on NACEPT again. Q | would not serve on NACEPT again.

Please provide your assessment about the contribution of NACEPT to EPA on:

a. Policy Q Excellent 1 Good Q Fair Q Poor QO No Opinion
b. Management D% Excellent Q1 Good Q Fair 2 Poor Q No Opinion
c. Outreach Q Excellent 1 Good 1 Fair 3 Poor O No Opinion
d. Technology Q1 Excellent QO Good Q Fair Q Poor Q No Opinion
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Note: o i o
»  “Committee” refers to the Committee identified at the s g g S1E| 2|%
top of page 1. < - 2| i g| < | =
~  “Council” refers to NACETT or NACEPT. 2lg| 28|82 2 |2
§ % | T8 &2l 5] ¢ o =
n| < |ZZ [l a8 |Z
COMMITTEE CHARGE, PROCESSES, & PROCEDURES
1. The Committee was provided with adequate direction on its
purpose and goals. 0 d O o(ojopo o
2. The Committee understood its purpose. olno a ololaololo
3. The Committee membership was balanced in terms of the :
points of view represented. 0o O oo japo|d
4. The Committee was able to determine its own direction and .
lines of inquiry. oo s ofojoiogo
5. As a Committee member, | had access to the information that |
needed to make an informed decision on the issues. OO O ojojopoo
6. When | contacted the EPA program office or Office of
Cooperative Environmental Management to request
background information or other support, the support |
received was:
b. useful o|o0| o |(olo|o|O|o
¢. thorough OO O ololalala
7. There was a productive dialogue between appropriate Agency
managers and the Committee. ojo s ofojorojo
8. Communication among Committee members was effective. ol o 0 ololaolaolo
9. Differing opinions within the Committee were considered
during Committee discussions. oo O ofopopo o
10. Communication between the Committee and the Council was
effective. SHR = oyofojo|d
11. The frequency and schedule of meetings was sufficient for the '
Committee to achieve its purpose. o = ojo(opa|d
12. Sufficient notice of meeting times and locations was given to
Committee members to allow adequate preparation for the o|a O o(o|jo|( 0O |0
meetings. * ‘
13. Background materials (e.g., agendas, issue papers) were
effective in helping me to prepare for the meeting. oo o o(ojopojd
14. Meetings were well-planned and structured to achieve the
Committee’s goals. 0o U (oo ojd
15. Travel authorization and vouchers were received in a timely
manner and met my needs. 0o O oo o
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Note: o a o
»  “Committee” refers to the Committee identified at the < v 13 212
C o s
top of page 1. = %” F | ‘; 2| 2|3
»  “Council” refers to NACETT or NACEPT. g | 22| 8|23 <
§ S0 '5 s £ § =) © =
nl=lzz|a|ld|c| S|z
16. The Committee had adequate time to address all relevant

e oo o|o| o |glola|o|o

17. The Committee’'s recommendations or advice were developed
in a timely manner. 0o U EEJERIEE RN R

18.

What improvements in process would have enhanced the Committee’s productivity?

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS AND ADVICE

19. The recommendations or advice developed by the Committee

were clear and specific. g O oioyojao
20. The recommendations or advice that the, Committee provided

fulfilled the Committee’s purpose/charge. O (o O ofoopo|o
21. In developing its recommendations or advice, the Committee

discussed the practicality of implementation. O O aioiopoo
22. The Committee prioritized recommendations or advice in

order of importance for implementation. mppm O ojojoo (o
23. The recommendations or advice developed by the Committee were:

0 Overly detailed O Appropriate in detail 0 Too vague

24. Inits reports, the Committee provided sufficient

documentation of the basis for its recommendations or ool O itgimeijigoyg o

advice.
25. The Committee’s report(s) of its recommendations or advice

were presented in a clear, easily understood format. aolg O glg|olgald
26. The Committee received feedback from EPA on the Agency's .

decisions related to the Committee’s recommendations or ool g 1ogo)g g

advice.
27. What additional support or resources would have been valuable to the Committee in developing its

recommendations or advice?

IMPACT OF COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS AND ADVICE

. The Committee’s recommendations or advice introduced new

perspectives to the Agency’s consideration of the issues. oo O] giojoyoa
29. The recommendations or advice offered by this Committee

addressed Agency decision-makers’ needs. 0o O O(ofo|o |
30. The recommendations or advice offered by this Committee olo n ololalala

were timely to Agency decision-makers’ needs.
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Note: ]
> “Committee” refers to the Committee identified at the top of page £ g o Fl=| s |2
1 z 5 212182
- “Council’ refers to NACETT or NACEPT. z TElg|lz|2|% |
Sl ElES 215|222
E|l | Ts|eg|=2|lsl| 2|32
7] « Z Z 21 w»n | o (=} z
31. | believe that the Agency has taken action consistent with the
Committee’s recommendations or advice. 0o O O oyo| oo
32. 1 believe that the Agency has taken action as a direct result of
the Committee’s recommendations or advice. 0o . oo o |
33. Based on the Agency’s consideration and use of this
Committee’s recommendations or advice, this Committee
provided a positive and worthwhile contribution to Agency 0O O 0000
decision-making.
34. | believe this Committee’s recommendations or advice had an
influence beyond the Agency’s decision-making process (e.g., | [ | (O O |1g;gig!gig
at the state and local level).
35. Please characterize your assessment of the impact of this Committee’s recommendations and advice on
the Agency’s decision-making and actions.
{Continue on back if necessary)
36. What did you value most about your participation on this Committee?

Continue on back if necessary)

ASSESSMENT OF NACEPT

Note: The following questions ask for your assessment of NACETT/NACEPT as whole (i.e., not

limited to your experience on this Committee).
If you have answered this section on a previous Committee survey, you need no